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PART II—Section 3—Sub-section (ii) 

TOI TRcFTT ^ Wi ( T8TT TOW ^ FfefTT ) 'gRT ^nff f^r thi 3TT^T 3lrT 3Tf£RJ^HTTT 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 

(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


fTTT WlrTT 
(fctrO^ f^TFT) 

29*RSffl, 2016 

^.OT.I 73. ^ftfcT % 3 r4)<M % 

o o 

3RWL *rc=FR. TMcJSKI, 5(?rr SFfteffa 3TfwW 

O ■% c\ 

?ft fit? 3^% 65 m # 

'nw sttr 5R ^ ?Rf. vfmj sfterrffr^ tra fefk qwPfaW sffi 

o ^ o 

(^t-3TT^C! 4 L b'3TR) % -RTMT cT^i 3T^TTT 3HU<H 3TT^M 6°h, ^ 4t 

4t, ^T3TT^3m % 3T^ % ^ 3-lfdPlrfr #Rft 11 

|TTH. 20(02)/2011-3TT^-II ft^S-I)] 

(3Tlf T^F-II) 

MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Financial Services) 

New Delhi, the 29th January, 2016 

S.O.173.—In accordance with ACC approval, the 
Central Government hereby entrusts additional charge of 
the post of Chairman, Board for Industrial and Financial 

Reconstruction (Bll ; R) to Justice Shri Ranjit Singh, 

Chairman, Debts Recovery Appellate Tribunal (DRAT) 


upto his attaining the age of 65 years, or till abolition of 
BIFR, or until further orders, whichever is the earliest. 

| F.No. 20(02)/2011-IF-II( Vo!.I) | 
ATFKSH SINGH, Director (IF-II) 

1 TTTtt, 2016 

^T.3TT.174.- afifl)P|db 3WT) 

l985 # «trt 6 # (2) % ttt^t nfer *jrt 5 

TT-^TRT (1) PcT (3) £KT 3RTT ^rfcMI 'TT Sldl J l 
yd^Ki, a^jtfrrr 3#r hhPThTui 
(^3TT^3TR) % % TR 4 $ft 3TR. 4t. pTRI % RR 

fetFF 03.02.2016 % 3Tk 65 TR 3RTRT fdRFH 

23.1 1.2017 RT PTT3PtTT3TR % RRTR dT 3RTRT 3TI^nt 
<PF, Kf, ^?Tcft 11 

|TT.^. 20/l/2012-3TTtt^-II | 
3TclT 'Ofxjci 

New' Delhi, the 1st February, 2016 

S.0.174. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (1) & (3) of Section 5 read with sub-Section 
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(2) of Section 6 of the Sick Industrial Companies 
(Special Provisions) Act, 1985, the Central Government 
hereby extends the tenure of Shri R. C. Mishra as 
Member of the Appellate Authority for Industrial and 
f inancial Reconstruction (AAIFR) beyond 03.02.2016 
and upto the age of 65 years i.e. 23.1 1.2017, or till the 
abolition of AAIFR. or until further orders, whichever is 
the earliest. 


The official and residential address and contact 
information of CPIO are as under: 


Name of officer/ Residential Address Contact No/Finail 

Section 


Sh Vimal Nanda AO 11.No. 738. Secior-8. Off: 011-24616647/ 
CON section R.K Purani. (Tele/Fax) 

New Delhi-! 10022 nanda vimal 1 -v/.'ieditTinail vom 


[ F.No. 20/1/2012-1F-111 
RAJIV SHARMA. Under Secy. 




Sh. Vimal Nanda, AO shall also act as Nodal 
officer (RTI) for O/o Controller General of Accounts. 
Office Order No. A-28015/2007 MFCGA RTF 
Admn/63/2021-2027 dated 22 Dec. 2015 shall be treated 
to be superceded to this extent. 


fEI$iri<su TRTTrRT) 

21 TPHTCf 2016 

TT.3TT.175. W XTXeTTT # ffoTT 23-10-2015 
arfWyRT WtT ^-28015/2007/ FHFTTM 
63/ 1 624 % 3 TTfor WNR 3 } TFTTT XT NfelT 

C\ 

Nfrfom, 2005 % TPfolH % foF ftnfofod 3TFTXTff fo 
fxcrx 444ITPT % foe ifofe mfolfe HyRT ATfoxift 
(cfpff3fo3Tt) % tn t! hi furi for 11 

tttPt Trrforfor tttt 3tFrft0 % f^ ^mirr tt trtt 3fk 

FNT#T^^3TTTT^ ; 


m fa Hi i ft sfF 


VH'Hi" H.l 


HIM 


WMd HHI. 

M.M. 73X XFR-X. 


dR.T. 'RM, 

dFlHiRt. 

H|fo'c4t-1 10022 



dHdlM 



FtT O.TFd 


HNfdH- 
01 1-24616647 

nanda vimal I at- 
rediffmail.co 


sft focr foy fom 3#R7ift H^id^i forex XTefoe% foir 

etevf 3Tf^fchl0 (THKcflTmf) % TN ^ *ff =bl4 Tf J 1 ! Tft ^rfoCNHI 

forfo 22 2015 % xmfoe 34]foT WfT F-28015/ 2007/ 

FHFTTH41 /63 12 02 1 -2027 £KT 34f^ffo NX XTUTTl 


|TT. F-28015/2013-14/ FSffo-III/3TTT#3TTf/ /63/3041 ] 

(Department of Expenditure) 

(OFFICE OF TI IE CONTROEFER GEN ERA F OF 
ACCOUNTS) 

New Delhi, the 21st January, 2016 


[No. A-28015/2013-14/MITGA/Admn-I II/RTF 63/30411 
JITENDER KUMAR, Sr. Accounts Officer (Admn.) 


h^ichT 

(Tft. 4 t.TT. TOFT) 
fofot, 27 TTOTT, 2016 

TT.3TT.1 76.—forfoFt 3rffonft (TNT fo 
for) % 1948 #t 'NTT 2 % (T) % 3NTNT ft 

tTTf4T3foTTI 

FT? TTTT, TTTTO FF7T % XTO tStvTTTTTT, foil'll F 
Tt mt, WTchZit %, T7TTO fo ffofo 27 TOTtF 
2016 Tt WPTX Tfaxi xfoTTTt T Ttk TT forteR fofotfo fofof 

-o xO 

% foF TTfTTN Txft 11 

[TT. ^.4330/01/2015] 
4=6171 TT, 24“ TrfTT OhlTcHT) 

MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 

(CPV DIVISION) 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 

S.O.176. —In pursuance of the clause (a) of 
Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers 
(Oaths and Fees) Act. 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central 
Government hereby appoints (1) Shri CD. Pandey, 
Assistant and (2) Shri J.P. Singh as Assistant Consular 
Officer in the Consultate General of India, Chicago to 
perform the Consular services with effect from 27 
January, 2016. 

[No. f.4330/01/2015] 
PRAKASH CHAND, Dy. Secv. (Consular) 
r£Isc#, I 9RSft. 2016 

»i77.-w#6 aftr VUidk arfesirf iwi d 

NO 

% SrfaiWT, 1948 # 'SKI 2 % HS5 (SH) % SRWr if 
difdadsT i 


S.O.I75. —In partial modification of this office 
Notification No. A-28015/2007/MFCG A/RTI/Admn./ 
63/1624. Dated 23-10-2015, Controller General of 
Accounts has designated the following Officer as Central 
Public Information Officer (CPIO) for the purpose of 
Right to information Act, 2005 in respect of the office of 
the Controller Genral of Accounts. 


RSS SRI, %S RWR RKcT V 4614PH. H3RRR if ?ft Ho 
tRTo RKR, 3RR HHf fdft=fi 44 fSRTSH 20 2016 H RSRRfc 

Viddf % Hk 71 VtadH tSTSTT % % fdR STfofR 

SRHttl 

[R. 21.43300'2015| 
y=hl^l ^1-5, 3R Htld^l («hlHd<) 
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New Delhi, the 1st February, 2016 

S.0.177.—Statutory Order in pursuance of the 
clause (a) of the Section 2 of the Diplomatic and 
Consular Officers (Oaths and Fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 
1948), the Central Government hereby appoints Shri J.S. 
Yadav, UDC as Assistant Consular Officer in Embassy 
of India, Khartoum to perform the Consular services with 
effect from 20 January, 2016. 

[No.T. 4330/01/2015J 
PRAKAS1I Cl I AND, Dy. Secy. (Consular) 


f^rwui cfan ‘Y?H HollcRl 

1 TNd^l, 2016 

<f>1.3ni78-iW[ fcfiJTn c£t 3TfgRJEHI WIT 
228/79/2013,-^0^0^0-11 RHI4> 18-06-2014 £ 

3PM c|?| 9 cff iffTKT 3 *fl73p “551 /2012" 

*1 ”541/2012" T<ST \3TT7[ I 

|4>T. 77 228/79/2013-1?.cfl.#.--Il] 
3 TcR 7Tl%c| 

MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC 
GRIEVANCES AND PENSIONS 

(Department of Personnel and Training) 
CORRIGENDUM 
New f Delhi, the 1st February, 2016 

S.O.178. —In the English version of this 
Department, Notification No. 228/79/2013-AVD-II dated 
18.06.2014, the figure “551/2012"' appearing in the 9 th 
line, may be read as “541/2012". 

[F. No. 228/79/2013-AVD-II] 
SUSHI I E KUMAR, Under Secy. 


3wfM mm A, mrer rm m 4 ji 14 f4dTui wmpr 

(xJm 4W<1I HIM A ftmFT) 

RffAvvft. 19*Rcrft, 2016 

cf7T.3TT.179 II, 3, (ii) 3 

M 44 fold, OTHldclI HIHd, HR 14d< u l H4M4 

(RTHI4d| HIHd iRRFT) 'MHO Cf 3TforT?RdT - 

(i) 47T.3TT. WTT 2993 f44ET 29 RR, 2006 % ^FTt Ad 4 

Cx 

“^TrI 4^V71 71. fk. 231-1 2, 7t7- 

Wrt. Trft^TT, 717-391243, 

4^41, 7l®4l 33 721 T 7 77 “^777? 311^^4.771 

TvTS 1*5 Tteftr 7T0 fcTO, Tlf TO 256, TlTlI/lTfl 
J75TH7, 7713711. 3F3TH37 TTf^RT % i%cTT 

O * 

4^)40-391770, ^rfcr^mfmcT i%0; ^3TTC7t I 

[ t FTm. 19( 109 )/2014] 

At HR. At%R, AA^ (f4fRR>RiH 14 ^R) 


MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD 
AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 

(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

New Delhi, the 19 th January, 2016 

S. 0.179. — In the notification of the Government 
of India in the Ministry of Consumer Affairs, Food and 
Public Distribution, (Department of Consumer Affairs) 
published in the Gazette of India, Part II, Section 3, 
Sub-section (ii)- 

(i) S. O. No. 2993 dated 29 lh June, 2006, in second 
para the words “M/s. IDEX Fluid & Metering 
Pvt. Ltd., Survey No. 256, GIDC Majusar, 
Savli. Near Bombardier Circle, Dist. Vadodara- 
391770, India" shall be substituted for the 
words “M/s. Liquid Controls India Pvt Ltd. 
231-1 and 2, Por-Ramangamdi, GIDC Industrial 
Area, Por-391243, Distt. Baroda, Gujarat". 

[No. WM-19(I09)/2014| 
B. N. DIXIT, Director (Legal Metrology) 
RAfAvAt IbRRRtt 2016 

R7T.3TT. 180.— W % TRW RFT II, 3 , ; 3 W^ (ii) R 

rteA, to hr rtrrAef Artr H4id4 

(RERAtTF RTRtA fRRPT) RICT TTTRRT ^f 3TARRRT 

(i) R7T.3TT. TMT 2962 fAREE 22 SRRTjR, 2011 % 

rtA Att 4 “4te 4 fwR rt. fA., 845, 

Ox 

RRRRTI, 4-4)40-390010, (RRCET)“ 
RwAt A RH HR "AhO % RET At- 44H4d S-II^Ad 
ftrf4fe, 845, ^fo-£4d rART, H4HM0, 

44)40-390010. RRTET EEW rAeRtAr AfR 

d ir4i 

(TT.R. ^ER.RR.-1 9( 109)/2014] 
At. RR RtfAcT, AAtEE (fsrfferoF RTR fRRTR) 
New Delhi, the 19th January, 2016 

S.O.180. — In the notification of the Government 
of India in the Minsitry of Consumer Affairs, Food and 
Public Distribution, (Department of Consumer Affairs) 
published in the Gazette of India, Part II, Section 3, 
Sub-section (ii)- 

(i) S.O. No 2962 dated 22nd October, 2011, in 
second para the words “M/s. KYB-Conmat 
Private Limited. 845, GIDC Industrial Area, 
Makarpura, Vadodara-390010, Gujarat" shall be 
substituted for the words “M/s. Conmat Systems 
Pvt. Ltd., 845, G.I.D.C., Makarpura, 

Vadodara-390010, (Gujarat)". 

| F. No. WM-I9( 109)/2014| 
B. N. DIXIT, Director (Legal Metrology) 
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4 fee#. 19 m#. 2016 

45T.3TT. 181.-- 4T34% 33499 HFT II. WZ 3. 397^5 (ii) 3 
y+.iRw. 39 m#tt mfe, ura q=r yi4-dlH<T ferrm #idd 
(3TAPW i mfe fernt) m?r 717997 # arferemT 

(i) 49.3TT. TFsqi 1454fe#F28 3Tlter. 2012 %4##if 

Ov 

fufd<44k fw^, ^T7 40 4-1-79/2, 74fc 40 3, 
^4Fft 447, 404TTT4, 3TF<4 4^4-500076” TP^t % 44R 
47 “RttR fdfcdOU 17777747, ^7 40 20-3/2-34, 4TRk 
7744, 4cfk ^4, 3kfc4T 447, kd44l^l- 520003” 41^4 
yfrlT-^flMd f^TTT *TTTRtl 

[44.77. W4.477.-19( 1 09)/2014] 
Rt.R4. RtfecT, P4d4-- (f4pT474T4 Pt^lH) 

New Delhi, the 19th January, 2016 

S. 0.181.— In the notification of the Government 
of India in the Minsitry of Consumer Affairs, Food and 
Public Distribution, (Department of Consumer Affairs) 
published in the Ga/ette of India, Part II, Section 3. 
Sub-section (ii)- 

(i) S. O. No 1454 dated 28 th April, 2012, in second 
para the words “M/s. Littlemore Systems, Dr. 
No. 20-3/2-34, Parvati Sadan, 3 rd Lane, 
Ayodhya Nagar, Vijayawada-520003” shall be 
substituted for the words “M/s. Littlemore 
Systems, Door No 4-1-79/2, Street No 3, 
Bhavani Nagar, Nacharam, Andhra Pradesh- 
500076'* 

|F.Ne WM-19( 109)/2014] 
B. N. DIXFf, Director (Legal Metrology 
Tffee#, 19 m#, 2016 

93T.3TT.182.—TT74 % 33999 9T9 [I, 79 TTS 3 . 393# (ii) if 
y+rfiid. TTTiTcn mfe. tira ttst t###. fernr 
(STuWdl HIHd fd'HlO) 'MKCl 3K4iK # 3Tfel3t4dl 

(i) 99.3TT. 313m 3478 f^TT^ 01 3imm. 2005 % #f 

ev cs 

# if "#rf #9^1 ff#T fdP#. 401-402. #9 

f#K#r-iiL9#4-i220i6"?i#%34R97-'#Tf 
95#9 fwr ## feifn# f#$j ##fe?F, 

u.cHHyo 55 sp# 3 , wr # fe#r mr, #fe to 79 , 

#F£7-34, # #gr #3, WTR. 7#TmT-12200 P* 
?t®t yfri^nifyd feqrmfei 

(ii) 99.3T3 3T3m 3479 fe#F 01 3797393, 2005 % #7 

*N C\ 

# if "#3T ffo^T fdfr#, 401-402, 3#9 

f#33#-IIL9mT4-I220l6”93#%3:sjTTq7“#7f 

■O ‘ 

444Td 4T#4 fRrfRfe, 447744. fWT %74tRf447 

RRTtRh 4T477 3, T44 44 fedk 44T, 44 d 40 79, 
7^47-34, RRt kkf W44, 4^4447-122001” 

o 

yid^ifMd f#mfe 


(iii) 9T.3TT. 30PTT 1203 fqqra; 20 ^4. 1998 fe#Tfe#"#TT 
#37r#9Tfe[ft#. 509-510. #3TfeFTTfe3T-III. 959# 
122016" 93# % 34R 93 '•fcrct TTqqr^ ## 

feifai# Tcr.qcT. f#y m#feT, tunfed # t# 3, 
3m # fe#T del. #fe TO 79. 3#7-34, # #51 
#91, 95933. #7999T-I2200I" 335? #33## f# 

’-O' 

144. 77. ^®44.477.-19( 1 1 )/2014] 
Rt. 47T. RtpRT. P^l°h (f4pf47 414 f44H4) 
New Delhi, the 19th January, 2016 

S.O.182.—In the notification of the Government of 
India in the Ministry of Consumer Affairs, Food and 
Public Distribution, (Department of Consumer Affairs) 
published in the Ga/ette of India, Part II, Section 3, 
Sub-section (ii)- 

(i) S. O. No 3478 dated 1st October, 2005, in 
second para the words ”M/s. FLSmidt Private 
Limited, FLSmidth Ventomatic, Express Trade 
Towers 3, 1st & 2nd Floor, Plot No 79, 
Sector-34, Hero Honda Chowk, Gurgaon, 
Haryana-122001" shall be substituted for the 
words “M/s. EEL India Limited, 401-402. 
Udyog Vihar, Phase-111, Gurgaon-122016”. 

(ii) S. O. No 3479 dated I st October. 2005. in 
second para the words ‘*M/s. FLSmidt Private 
Limited, FLSmidth Ventomatic, Express Trade 
l owers 3, 1 st & 2 nd Floor, Plot No 79, Sector- 
34, Hero Honda Chowk, Gurgaon, Haryana- 
122001” shall be substituted for the words 
“M/s. EEL India Limited, 401-402, Udyog 
Vihar, Phase-III. Gurgaon-122016”. 

(iii) S. O. No 1203 dated 20 th June, 1998, in second 
para the words “M/s. FLSmidt Private Limited, 
FLSmidth Ventomatic, Express Trade Towers 
3, I st & 2 nd Floor. Plot No 79. Sector-34, Hero 
Honda Chowk, Gurgaon, Haryana-122001” 
shall be substituted lor the words "M/s. EEL 
India Limited. 509-510. IJdyog Vihar, Phase- 
III. Gurgaon-122016". 

[l-'.No. WM-19( I I )/2014] 
B. N. DIXIT. Director (Legal Metrology) 

t| ferrfl. 19 -jhc|<|, 2016 

CFT.3TT.183. — met % TO sift II, TsPrg 3. 3W (ii) if 
y4)if$id, OTqtedT mvl, tgra tjcr yi^Rch Htcrw 
mtilddi m^fqmT) mri 3R44< arf^ramT 

(i) 9T3TT. 3I73TT I 157 2 33^34, 2005 % 9Tqf 

- 

(43) “100 3} 50,000” 4T®?f % 34R 93 “100 3T 
100.000” 71^ yfd34l(Md f44(41^1 
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(74) “5000 ft 50,000” OTft % T4T4 47 “5000 ft 

100,000” ot? 4 fwnfft 4 f%4 wfti 

|44.ft. S®c*L44.-19(86)/2014] 
4t44. <ftf§TT, fW[4 (fftfeF 4T4 f%R) 

New Delhi, the 19th January. 2016 

S.O.183.—In the notification of the Government of 
India in the Minsitrv of Consumer Affairs, Food and 
Public Distribution, (Department of Consumer Affairs) 
published in the Gazette of India, Part II, Section 3. 
Sub-section (ii)- 

(i) S. O. No. 1 157 dated 2 nd April, 2005, in fifth para 
the words 

a. 'M00 to 100,000” shall be substituted for the 
words 'M00 to 50.000'*. 

b. “5000 to 100,000” shall be substituted for the 
words "5000 to 50,000”. 

|F.No. WM-19(86)/2014] 

B. N. DIXIT. Director (Legal Metrology) 

4ff47Tft. !9Wtft, 2016 

44.371184. OT7T%7ROT OTT II. 74OT 3, OT7OT (ii) 4 
OTlfild, OTftt44T 4TOTT, 74M 44 TUfefftR f4444 441774 
(44ftt44T 4T4ft f44FT) 4TT4 TTT447 MM 3rf47T44T 

(i) 44.34. tM 4799 fft4T4T 31 fdTIHT, 2005 % 

47ft ftTT ft “ftnft OT ^fti44ft4 42, 

T<4lR-c1°b mNl. 444 47T, 4)44 

fft%cR 4 344, 4^4^-400049” % W 47 

"FfFFtf 5f.%. fq>d^ 3JT.fo.. 120. 3m 

RldifFH. tsto^fto q7g%qpf. tIf# 
rfft) % aiM (q^), -400069" w 

C\ O 

ylci^ifnci (=hy ^ni.*11 

(ii ) qq.3TT. Ffm 1784 fcfRF 14 qt 2005 % /RTF ^tFT 
if “^IFTC? ^flfnqR'l F^FM. 42, 

'^rraT. sm RFf. Ff./3ft.'ft./st.F#q, q^rr RHch ft 

3TFf, -400049" 5T5?t % F'4H qF "ifFTFT 

O 

ft>dQ=b qT.fcT., 120, 5Wf cTFT. FmraFT 

FftFTTfFFT. 973.9?. Ffcrft RFd) % 

3iM (q4), mi? -400069” qfRFSfTtqR 
5fTC7TI 

|qq.Ff. 5®rq.qFr.-19(9)/2015] 
Mr. 44. TtfftcT. fdMMMo (fftlOT 4T4 fOTT4) 

New Delhi, the 19th January, 2016 

S.O.184.—In the notification of the Government 
of India in the Minsitry of Consumer Affairs, Food and 
Public Distribution. (Department of Consumer Affairs) 
published in the Gazette of India. Part II, Section 3, 
Sub-section (ii)- 


(i) S. O. No. 4799 dated 31 st December, 2005. in 
second para the words “M/s. J. K. Fillpack 
Engineers Pvt. Ltd, 120, 1 st Floor, Hubtown 
Solaris, N. S. Phadkc Marg, Near Telli Galli. 
Andheri (East), Mumbai-400069” shall be 
substituted for the words “M/s. Food Engineering 
Services, 42, Swastik Plaza, 1 st Floor. JVPD 
Scheme, Next to Kala Niketan, Mumbai-400049”. 

(ii) S. O. No. 1784 dated 14"’ May, 2005, in second 
para the words “M/s. J. K. Fillpack Engineers Pvt. 
Ltd., 120,1st Floor, Hubtown Solaris, N. S. Phadke 
Marg, Near Telli Galli, Andheri (East), Mumbai- 
400069” shall be substituted for the words “M/s. 
Food Engineering Services. 42, Swastik Plaza. I s1 
Floor, JVPD Scheme, Next to Kala Niketan. 
Mumbai-400049”. 

[F. No. WM-19(9)/20151 
B. N. DIXIT, Director (Legal Metrology) 
I9'3racrft. 2016 

3TT.3TT.185.— TO % TOiqq RFT II, F3^ 3, 3q#S (ii) if 
qq#m, ^qFffafTT md. tara q? Fn^fqqt famr qqtm 
63qqf4RiT fawr) rtfr ftf^tf tqfmmr 

(i) 44.3TT. FRsqT 730 f4q1qt 25 qRaff, 2012 %^FR 

<N 

ftTT ft “%#M 10020'’ OTft % 34TRT 

fdMlclRsId 3447 37ft fttsMlft 'dlTl 4IU - 

“3fk OTT4 40 1 36. 4447-6-4, 3Tlf 37 t£ f- OT 3=TT# 
# 7ft 4 4vL TteE-249403, 3d<KsUft”l 

|44.ft. 3OTI.44.-19(9)/2015] 

.44, ftrfiftcT, fftftOTT (fftfOTT 4T4 fft^TR) 

New Delhi, the 19th January, 2016 

S.O.185.—In the notification of the Government of 
India in the Minsitry of Consumer Affairs, Food and 
Public Distribution, (Department of Consumer Affairs) 
published in the Gazette of India, Part II, Section 3, 
Sub-section (ii)- 

(i) S. O. No. 730 dated 25 th February, 2012, in second 
para after the words “Delhi-1 10020”, following 
words, letters and numbers may be inserted “and at 
Plot No. 136, Sector-6-A, IIE-SIDCUL. Haridwar- 
249403, Uttarakhand”. 

| F. No. WM-19(9)/2015] 
B.N. DIXIT, Director (Legal Metrology) 
4ffftc44f 19 3R4fT, 2016 

47T.3TT.186.— W7T % TOT RFT II, 3, « (ii) ft 
U4lRld, 34ftt44T 4T4c4. 44 4ITT4f4R ftpTUT 44TOT 

( 3M'ftl4dl 4T44T fft4ET) 4174 OTfR # 3TT4OT4T - 

(i) 44.3TT. WIT 590 tft4T^ 13 4ftf, 2004 % ftft ft 
“652, 4vft 40 14, LETT ^F, %OTT 447. #T4T 4444^, 
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tth y<Ri" 7fo<jt % 9T “-ta-t-i-u 4. 

1011 ,4IM(Vll, RlWfsl jfe, ifldRsk-R'K, TrfT 5R&T 

O 

srffeflfer fer WWW 

|4T7T. ^44334.-19(9)/2015J 

^t.T^r. 4T4 f44T4) 

New Delhi, the 19th January, 2016 

S.O.186.—In the notification of the Government of 
India in the Ministry of Consumer Affairs, Food and 
Public Distribution, (Department of Consumer Affairs) 
published in the Gazette of India, Part II, Section 3, 
Sub-sect ion (ii)- 

(i) S. (). No. 590 dated 13th March, 2004, in second 
para the words “Khasra No 1011, Chaprolla, 
Bisrakh Road. Gautambudh Nagar, Uttar Pradesh" 
shall be substituted for the words “'652, Gali No 14, 
Gandhi Chowk, Kailash Nagar, Goushala Phatak, 
Gaziabad, Uttar Pradesh". 

[No. WM-19(9)/2015j 
B.N. DIXIT, Director (Legal Metrology) 
2()3R4ft. 2016 

44.37T.187.4K4 % TR44 4T4 II, wrg 3, (ii) ft 

4T44f wsr 44 fepw 44M4 

44474447# 3Tfrt444T 

(i) 44.371. 74s4T 2956 f444F 22 334447. 201 1 % ^7T if 

cs Ox 

“fevft-l 10020” % 39TRT RHfdfGd 5T®X 37877 

srk o'tediii, ^frgT srrc; - "stIt tRR: 4. 136. 7 Tr7-6-te 3tt^ 
37Tf f- ^ 37lf Tft^TXJyT, FfelT-249403, dd<lGd if ” I 
[971.77. ^s^RT.-l9(47) 2015] 
5ftJET ^tf%7T, fd^ld) *TR ft^R) 

New Delhi, the 20th January, 2016 

S.0.187.—In the notification of the Government of 
India in the Minsitry of Consumer Affairs, Food and 
Public Distribution, (Department of Consumer Affairs) 
published in the Gazette of India, Part II, Section 3, 
Sub-section (ii)- 

(i) S. (). No. 2956 dated 22 nd October. 201 1 . in 
second para after the words “Delhi- 
110020 ", following words, letters and 
numbers may be inserted “and at Plot No. 
136, Sector-6-A. IIF-SIDCUL. Haridwar- 
249403. Uttarakhand". 

| F. No. WM-19(47)/2015] 

B.N. DIXIT, Director (Legal Metrology) 

20^R5rft, 2016 

5R.37T.188. 77T77T % WfT >TFT II. 7HTg 3 , 3 WS (jj) # 

y^iRid, otitTrt irw7 9-? wj 

(3977RRR9^Rn7R) HRcT -HtdiK#3#ITRRT - 

(i) 5R.37T. 777^ 1385^7(37 21 37(fcT, 2012 %3773%if 
?T®4T % 39TRT [dHfdfed 37S7T 3ftT 


Tf^fTti; wo; - -sftr 1842, ^(ttt # 3 ; % 
4IHd^l ftTRT Ttg. Riddel % 7774 377739- 373Rt. 

O 

RfRT-^el'Ilcfl, pR-5913 15, TdldT i( " I 

(ii) 39.37T 77723T 1386 f3373; 21 37^177, 2012 %97ft^7Tii 

"773177^” 3f®3( % 397737 [dHlcffidd 5T®5, 37817 37k 
0t2dlt( - "3Tfc 1842, %T % <ft^. 

3fw-yVt Rnrsr im, Riddd % 7774 9 tt739- 3734 . 

S 3 

RfeTT-tel'Tldl, frf-591315. T.-iRT. k ” I 

(iii) 39.37T. 777737 1387 199737 2 I 37^77. 2012 %97kk7T9 

3I®9( % 3977^9 PlHfdfidd 3T®9, 37877 37k 
TitsdRi 5f4 - "37k 1842. 4(7 % 4)%, 

frrtRT jfe. % 3774, 979799- 37979t. 

■O 

fe3T-4d J llcfl, f#-591315, 44?fe* if ” I 

|44.4. nr. -19(47)/2015j 

#44. #f#T, fn^l°h (fdfrtdF4Nf#TT4) 

New Delhi, the 20th January, 2016 

S.0.188.—In the not ill cat ion of the Government of 
India in the Minsitry of Consumer Affairs, Food and 
Public Distribution, (Department of Consumer Affairs) 
published in the Gazette of India, Part II, Section 3, 
Sub-section (ii)- 

(i) S. O. No. 1385 dated 21 st April. 2012, in second 

para after the words “Maharashtra", following 
words, letters and numbers may be inserted 
“and at 1842, Behind Mysore Bank. Jamkhandi 
Miraj Road, A/p-Shedbal. Tal-Athani, Dist- 

Belgavi, Pin-591315, Karnataka". 

(ii) S. O. No. 1386 dated 21 st April, 2012, in second 

para after the words “Maharashtra", following 
words, letters and numbers may be inserted 
“and at 1842, Behind Mysore Bank, Jamkhandi 
Miraj Road, A/p-Shedbal, Tal-Athani, Dist- 

Belgavi, Pin-591315. Karnataka". 

(iii) S. O. No. 1387 dated 2I st April, 2012, in second 

para after the words “Maharashtra", following 
words, letters and numbers may be inserted 
“and at 1842, Behind Mysore Bank, Jamkhandi 

Miraj Road, A/p-Shedbal. Tal-Athani, Dist- 

Belgavi, Pin-591315. Karnataka". 

| F.No. WM-19(47)/2015] 

B.N. DIXIT, Director (Legal Metrology) 

20^FR4tt, 2016 

33T.3TT. 189.— Wet % 7R94 414 II, 3, (ii) 4 
Wfm 4T44T, W R4 fetTrt U4M4 

(T44t44T 4T4ef fT4FT) 4R4 I - 

(i) 44.34. 2850 feTT4^ 17 3^4447, 2009 % 

V ' Cs Cx 

(%>) TTTTT JHIdl*RH RfTdH)” 7l®el % Wf 

9T Wf 37TSt^R OT0 %0” 

7i®<s yfdf-xiifMd fey, guy'll 
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(7R) “RR R 3TR R RRT ?T®Rf % RRRT RT “RR 
RR”3T®R yfcRAufun (=hy, 'Jiiy.'tl 
(R) "RR RR" 7f®4t k RRR RT ' XJ^T 17. 3TR R 
RRT” RfRRRTfRR f%R WTTTTtl 

(ii) RTT.3R. RRRT 2851 fRRFTf 17 3RRRT, 2009 % RR* 

CV <N 

^71*1 

(^) “^Irt? rrrt 34idi£|i>M fOwm" rt®r) % w 

RT RTTRT 3R7fitRH fRRTMH RT. %.” 

R1®R RfclRRTfRcT fevR RfTRRI 
(7R) “lip R 3TR R T73F” RT®Rf % R«TTR RT "RR 
R1®R RfcTRTTfRR f%R HfTRrfl 
(R) "lifl 7f” RTSRf % R4M RT "RR R 3TR R RRT” 
RT®5 RfcRSTTfRR fRTR RTR>)T 

(iii) R5T.3TT. TIM 2852 f^TTRT 17 3RRIRT, 2009 % RR* 

^TT ’FRT C F fFlFdm” ^l©cf| Hi FH M HT 

httt ^idl^H ftt-am ht. 

ft/lf *\\y**)\ 

(iv) HT3tT. WtT 2853 17 3FRRT, 2009 % 

^TT H TO 3^1dt^R fHTd'KC TT^T % 

m; mTR atrdbr/M m. fin.” 

7T©H 9fd^lfMd f^^RTTl 

[TT.H. 3®c^?T.-19(47)/2()I5] 
Ht.nyr. ht^l ffsrf^F hth f^rn) 

New Delhi, the 20th January, 2016 

S.O.189.—In the notification of the Government of 
India in the Minsitry of Consumer Affairs, Food and 
Public Distribution, (Department of Consumer Affairs) 
published in the Gazette of India, Part II, Section 3, 
Sub-section (ii)- 

(i) S. O. No. 2850 dated 17 th October, 2009, in 
second para the words 

(a) “M/s. Saraf Automation Systems Pvt. 
Ltd.” shall be substituted for the words 
"M/s. Saraf Automation Systems”. 

(b) "STS” shall be substituted for the 
words "SARAF”. 

(c) "SARAF” shall be substituted for the 
words "S fS”. 

(ii) S. O. No. 2851 dated 17 th October, 2009, in 
second para the words 

(a) "M/s. Saraf Automation Systems Pvt. 
Ltd.” shall be substituted for the words 
"M/s. Saraf Automation Systems”. 

(b) "ST” shall be substituted for the words 
"SARAF”. 

(c) "SARAF” shall be substituted for the 
words "ST". 


(iii) S. O. No. 2852 dated 17 th October, 2009, in 
second para the words "M/s. Saraf 
Automation Systems Pvt. Ltd." shall be 
substituted for the words "M/s. Saraf 
Automation Systems". 

(iv) S. O. No. 2853 dated 17 ,h October, 2009, in 
second para the words "M/s. Sara!' 
Automation Systems Pvt. Ltd." shall be 
substituted for the words "M/s. Saraf 
Automation Systems". 

|F. No. WM-19(47)/20151 

B.N. DIXIT , Director (Legal Metrology) 

Rfferft, 20 -sHelfl, 2016 

RTT.3TT. 190. - RTRT % TTRRR RTR II, 7§R£ 3, 3R7^S (ii) 3 
y+lftld, RRRpTRT RTrO, HKT RR RleUPUh fRRRJT RRTRfR 
(RRHlckl I RTRef fRRFT) RTTR THTRiR 3#TRRHT - 

(i) RTT.3TT. R7sRT 1486 fRRTRT 28 2012 % RRf 

i[ "RRRF?” RfRRi % 3RRRT (OHfdRdd 713R, 3TSTT 
3#T TRsRTR H17R - "TfftT 100/67R, R/Rt. RfcjRft, 
dlcTdil- Rl«bWI. focff-^eldldl, <=mUr,-591 237 if ” I 

sO 

(ii) RR.3R. R7MT 1487 fMTRT 28 Rife, 2012 %RRf^lTf 

v cv 

if “RRIRRT Rffe % 3RRRT pHfdfyd RRR 3T3TT 
3% R7sRTR Hfet RTR - "3^T 100/67R, RAft. RTRRfl, 
dldRI-fRRTTff. fen-^Rpndt. Rdi<d+,-591237 if ” I 

O ■ • 

(iii) R1T.3TT. TRsRT 1488 fRRTRf 28 StflRT, 2012 %RTR^TT 

7 cs 

il "RRRTRJ” ?T5Ri % 3RTRT fdHielfidd ?f^, 3TW 
3ftT TRsRTR Rfi^T HR - "3Ttl 100/67R, R^ft. RrmRI). 
dleldil- Fddi'l^l, f%cTI-^d'lldl, RRffeRT-591237 if ” I 

sO 

fRT.R. ^®cR.tnr.-19(76 )/2015 | 

^T.tR. (f^f^HRfc^H) 

New Delhi, the 20th January, 2016 

S.O.190.—In the notification of the Government of 
India in the Minsitry of Consumer Affairs, Food and 
Public Distribution, (Department of Consumer Affairs) 
published in the Gazette of India, Part II, Section 3. 
Sub-section (ii)- 

(i) S. O. No. 1486 dated 28 th April, 2012, in second 
para after the words "Maharashtra”, following 
words, letters and numbers may be inserted 
"and at 100/67A, A/P.-Kodhani, Tal-Chikodi. 
Dist-Belgavi, Karnataka-591237”. 

(ii) S. O. No. 1487 dated 28 ,h April, 2012, in second 
para after the words "Maharashtra”, following 
words, letters and numbers may be inserted 
"and at 100/67A. A/P.-Kodhani, Tal-Chikodi. 
Dist-Belgavi, Karnataka-591237”. 

(iii) S. O. No. 1488 dated 28 th April, 2012, in second 
para after the words "Maharashtra”, following 
words, letters and numbers may be inserted 
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"and at I00/67A. A/P.-Kodhani, Tal-Chikodi, 
Dist-Bclgavi. Kamalaka-591237". 

[F. No. WM-I9(76)/20I51 
B.N. DIXIT. Director (Legal Metrology) 
^ 20 2016 

^TT.3TT 191. ^nTcT%TT5m HFT II, 3, 3T05 (ii) if 
y+iRid, swfett «i4^Pt<+ ferm wrrrf 

(r’THl'Tdl HIHe) f%HFT) ^IKcl TK>=hK ^J) 3rf4tTtyHI - 

(i) gJT.3TT. 352fera 10 wtl. 2007 

^i®el gj tlki-ci [HMfeiRsd ^i®e, ststt 3t)t 
dtsJtitt. ^frgt gre - “aftr ujt-afiLidi^). 
dleWT- feN-sfl, facTT-dG'llcfl. gJTfofJ if ” I 

O 

(ii) giT.3TT. Wn 353 f^n^ l()<W3Tt, 2007 

“rt^ni 1 ^" 7io?f % TMtl-d pMfdfidd ?T®3, 3T8TT 3Tk 
wmt - "3rk t0-?fferi), rft^-^trnjr. 

dl<rRil- Fd'+I^l, ftcTT-dd'llcfl, JhW> if ” I 

(iii) gJT.3TT. OOdl 354 fddid-. 10 T><d(l. 2007 % dTt) ^TT^f 

“HKIW" % 3qTRT PlHfdfidd ?T®?, 3TSTT 3#r 

Wsjttc: # . -aftr qte-TFHT, 

dldd-.i- PW|,g). fddl-sld'iidl. gnled) i[ ” I 

O 

[RR.FT. ^^RR.-19(76)/20I5] 
Rt. RR. Rff%R, Plfel^ (fefRR) R1R fciRH) 

New Delhi, the 20th January, 2016 

S.O.191.—In the notification of the Government of 
India in the Minsitry of Consumer Affairs, Food and 
Public Distribution. (Department of Consumer Affairs) 
published in the Gazette of India, Part II, Section 3. 
Sub-section (ii)- 

(i) S. O. No. 352 dated 10 th February. 2007, in 

second para after the words "Maharashtra", 
following words, letters and numbers may be 
inserted "and at AT-Shripewadi, Post- 
Nangnur. Tal-Chikodi, Dist-Bclgavi, 

Karnataka". 

(ii) S. O. No. 353 dated 10 th February, 2007, in 

second para after the words "Maharashtra", 
following words, letters and numbers may be 
inserted "and at AT-Shripewadi, Post- 
Nangnur, Tal-Chikodi. Dist-Bclgavi, 

Karnataka". 

(iii) S. O. No. 354 dated I0 lh February, 2007, in 

second para after the words "Maharashtra", 
following words, letters and numbers may be 
inserted "and at AT-Shripewadi, Post- 
Nangnur, Tal-Chikodi, Dist-Belgavi, 

Karnataka". 

| F. No. WM-19(76)/2015] 
B.N. DIXIT, Director (Legal Metrology) 


Rf feRcft, 21 ^RrR, 2016 

SBT.3TT.192.— RRFT%FF3TRR RRT II, 3, 3RtR^ (ii) 4 
Mlfk. OTRpRTT RTRRf RR fecTUR RRTRTR 

(3RRfecTT RTRrT feRFT) R4FR tMK ^RfeRyRT 

(i) RR.3FT. FRsRT 4300 fRRRF I I RR^RF, 2006 

(R 7 ) fe RFT 4 “290, '3RRR R^t, RRT RRt, 
FTFTF(R.R.f RT^%FTRRF"52TRTR^RTt 
FTTFR (R.R.) fRR-470002" SlidFTftd 
f%X^^TTQ7t| 

(JsT) Wf RFT R “RR. 3TT. %. 3Tlf. TT^.R, ” % 

F^tTR RF “RFf.f.RFT.FTt" RT®? ^IdF^lPlcI fey 
TTfetl 

(ii) TT.3FT. FRsRT4301 feRT 1 1 RTTF 2006 

(T) % RRF RfT R "290, TRTRF R3R RRT R^t, 
FRFTF (R.R.)" RT^%F^RF"52TITR?Ti 
FTFR (ROFTO) fRR-470002’' W RfeFRTfRR 
feR ^iifel 

(FR) TRf ^FT R “RR. 3R. %. 3T[f. Tff.R. " RT®Tt % 
FRTR RF "RFT.TRR.Ffr” RI®^ ^IcRRIfhr| fee 

^11 fen 

(RR.FT. ^rR.TTR.-19(34)/20131 
Rt.-RR. RtfeR, PfelR (feto RN feRTR) 

New Delhi, the 21 st January, 2016 

S.O.192.—In the notification of the Government of 
India in the Minsitry of Consumer Affairs, Food and 
Public Distribution, (Department of Consumer Affairs) 
published in the Gazette of India. Part II, Section 3. 
Sub-section (ii)- 

(i) S. O. No. 4300 dated I l ,h November, 2006, 

(a) in second para the words "52. 

Dayanand Ward, Sagar (M. P.), Pin- 
470002" shall be substituted for "290, 
Jawahar Ganj, Namak Mandi, Sagar, 
M.P". 

(b) in second para the words "SLSC" shall 
be substituted for "NOKIYA". 

(ii) S. (). No. 4301 dated I l lh November, 2006. 

(a) in second para the wwds "52, 

Dayanand Ward, Sagar (M. If), Pin- 
470002" shall be substituted for "290, 
Jawahar Ganj, Namak Mandi, Sagar, 
M.P". 

(b) in second para the words "SESC" shall 
be substituted for "NOKIYA". 

[F No. WM-19(34)/2013 | 
B.N. DIXIT, Director (Legal Metrology) 

21 2016 

gjr. 3 n. 193 .- *rrc?riwtTW 11 , 23 ^ 3 .3q® (ii) # 
TRCT$ld, TWlddl W •HU'dPld) feTTW HdMd 

(3w)gariwi^fgwT) - 
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(i) ft.ft. ft§RT 3239 fftlRI 22 RRRR, 2003 % sft 

^rr q ^qlqqqqfc qr®qf % F4R qr ^qtqqyrtc 
qfifrmfor f%q wt i 

|qq. h. ^q.qq.-!9(i 19)/2014] 
Tt.qq. Ttfepr, ft^ioh (firf^F qrq fenq) 

New Delhi, the 21 st January, 2016 

S.O.193.—In the notification of the Government of 
India in the Minsitry of Consumer Affairs, Food and 
Public Distribution. (Department of Consumer Affairs) 
published in the Gazette of India, Part II, Section 3, 
Sub-section (ii)- 

(i) S. O. No 3239 dated 22 nd November, 2003, in 
second para the words "PUMA” shall be 
substituted for the words “PUMPA’\ 

|F. No. WM-19(119)/2014] 

B.N. DIXIT, Director (Legal Metrology) 

qf 21 2016 

^rr.3Tr.i94,— wqr % qrq n. 3 , qqtq^ (ii) $ 

q^iRid, 3wlTdT ^ qyr dA forcw mww 

(TTTTTrTT HIH<T RWl) 'MKrl LK°hlt TT 3rFT0yRT 

(i) wrr 3301 fqqfr 192011 

c\ 

"ftR? wtfm A^Ihchh ffftn ^ttoIcto. 10 . ftft 

RRR, RfRRI, 0'il ft, %.3TTf.I!ft.ft. sstq^ci yjfti. 
Rftft^OOSS SRT fftfa” Tift % RITR RT “ftR? 

RRftftR ftfftftfl ftriftR (ftfftf) ft) fft 

C~ * s 

(ftWnftR), Mlisft Rt. 5]ft fftlT. 33 Rft ft, 
ftoft ft lift I. ftftf-101300. R)R SRI ftft ft 
Risfl if HSd 3IRRT RR R ftf RftRft Rbii. f«Ml ft4 
RTRRtftRT ftRT RTOftO, R0 69/2 ft 69/3, 
Rlfftdft. RRRIRTRST, ftftlRT RTRRI, Rift- 

■O O 

526123, RIRfftI SRI RKR ^ fftfft” Rft RfcRRlfft 
fftfRURf I 

(ii) RIT.3IT. ftRT3300fftTR1 I9RR*RT. 201 1 %ftftii 

"fttf RRZtfoRT ftRT RTOfft, 10, rpfTR 

9>R, mIhRI, ?5dl ifR, %.3ft.R.gt.ft ftliftd ftRT, 
RRft-560058 SRT fftcT” Tift % RIR RT "ftrf 
RRZtftRR ft RfftftfR ft RIO. ftft, 94- 

Cv " N 

108 Tfef , 37075, TfqfeTT. ¥qff TKT fTmcT 

3^3 q qq?T 3T2t^T qrq T ti i qftqTfq ftq ftqr 
Tqq qqztftqq Tfn mof^ro, To 69/2 69/3. 

^RuriO-s, ^fqqrRTT^qT, fi<dH 4 Mi dMch, ^qqfp- 

O 'O 

526123, RinldR-. ski RRR R fRRfRR” RT®5 yfcKrRiRci 
f^RRTRR I 

(iii) R4.3R. RIsRI 3302 iSRIRi 19 R^RRR 201 1 ^SRt^Ril 
“iRRf RRZtftRR ^4dlPl4R ljf%RT RTTOfcRO. 10. RcflR 

RtRRT. WZf ^R. %.3R|.tI,^.^T. RRRT, 

RilHll-560058 SRT 7T®sf % R4TR RI “^R^ 

RRZrttRR #R rRrrR^i ir§ RIO. R.Rt. 94- 

108 RT57 rfeF^R^ . 37075, RtRfcRR. RRff SRT f^T 


3TlT fR^t ^ R!Rl RTR if rRrRr fR/R fRRT 
RrR RRRlftRR #RT rnotRlO, RO 69/2 RR 69/3, 
RlfRRRRfe, RRRRRRST. -fldR'Idl RTcRfI, RRcftl- 

o -o 

526123, dodldch qiTT *qrCT T foPTf^TcT’ 7T®q ylcl^ilMd 
feq;¥Tqif I 

(iv) qq.33T. WIT 4809 3 I ftwt, 2005 % % 

^ dKdlftqo TqTrfqq^T ifikm qiofero, 1 o, 

T>qt, TFrTf, "^r Tq, ^sR-dq^i qf<q i, 

Tqcftt-560058 ITTT TT^t % ¥13 47 

TTPZtftqTt ^fKlMTlg'd TrO, Twft, 94- 

c\ 

108 Rfsr ^TSRRRR , 37075, RtRf^RR, ^RRf SRT fRfRrl 

3 Tft IRRtI ^ Rgct RSy^r RTR R =bl| RftoRfR ft 9 , 1 «HI 

RRif RRRtftRR #T #RT RTOftlO, R0 69/2 RR 69/3. 
4>ftldift, RRR4RFST, 4ldH J ldl RTdRI. RRRftl- 

o o 

526123, RIRfeRI SRT RKrl R Eft M ft I n ” RT«R yfdWlftd 
ftl/, 'fllft'l I 

(v) RR.3R. RIsRT 4812 fftlft 3 1 fftlRRT, 2005 % RRt %T 

if ‘%Ri RRZtftRR ^fjrfRRR #RT RTOfftO, 10. RRft 
9151, RtRRT, URT RR, %. 3Trf.R.¥I,RT. SSp-i^r-l RRRT. 
RRRftl-560058 SRT fRf^T” 7T®Ri % RRR 9T 'ftRR 
RRRtfiRR ^RRiRRR ftlRR^Rd R§ RIO, ftftt. 94- 
108 , 37075. ftujlRRW. RRRff SRT 

sfrl ^ M?.d 33RRT RTS if Rit| RftRlft ft9, ftRI 
ftRf RRZtftRR #T jftir RTOfftO, R0 69/2 93 69/3. 
RlftRRfe, RRRRRF3T, RtTWMI RT3RI. RRcft- 

O O 

526123. RIRfRRI SKI RRcT if ftrfftR” 7I®R RfrRRTfRR 
ftRRTTTRf I 

(vi) RIT.3R. RRRT 4813 ftlft 3! ftRRT. 2005 % RRi 

iRlif “^R9t RKdlf/RR ^IPiRR ?l%Rr RTOfftO. 10. 
Rcfft %5f, RtRRT. 75RT ft, %.3Tff.Rftft. ftfftRRT 
RfftT, ftftr-560058 SRT ftft” Tlftf % R4TR RT 
“ftR? RRRtftlR <ft ftRlftfR R§ RIO. 

C- 

ftft, 94-108 ftST /fepRRR, 37075, RftfftR, RRRf 
SRT ftft 3ft ftft it Rift 3TS3T RR if ftddH 
ft9 fftT ftRI RlftffftR ftiT #RT RTOfftO. R0 69/2 
ft 69/3, ftftftft. 5RRIRIRST. RftftRT RTRRI. 
q i i<rfk-526123, «=hnte=h qm 'HKci T f^qf^Tq' 1 qr®q 

qfqqmfqq frq i 

(vii) qq.37T. TPs^T 4814 31 RUHC 2005 T TRT 

ftl ii “ftRI RTftrftW ftjtfftH ?fftn RTOfftO. 10. 
<1cft ftf, ftlRT. s5RT ft, %.3ft.9.ft.ft. ?slftRKl 
ftRT, ftRft-560058 SRT ftft” 7T®3t % RR1R RT 
"iRR? RlfttftRI ^R ftftiRR RftftftR ft ft), 
ftft. 94-108 Rfer , 37075, ftftftTR. Rftf 

SRT ftfft aft ftft if Rfft 3TRRT RR if ftf Rfftft 
ftR ftRI ftRf RlftfftRT sIsri RTOfcTO. R0 69/2 
ft 69/3, ftftftft. RRRIRTR3T, ftrftRTf RTRRI, 
RTRft-526123. RIRfeRl SRT RKR ii ftrfftr 7TR 
yfftRIfft ftRRlft I 

|RR. R. ^RRR-19(31 )/20131 

Rf.ft. ftfftf, fftftl (ftffti RfR fftfR) 
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New Delhi, the 21 st January, 2016 

S.O.194.—In the notification of the Government of 
India in the Minsitry of Consumer Affairs, Food and 
Public Distribution. (Department of Consumer Affairs) 
published in the Gazette of India, Part II, Section 3, 
Sub-section (ii)- 

(i) S. O. No 3301 dated 19 t}l November, 2011, in 
second para the words "manufactured by M/s. 
Sartorius Scientific Instruments (Beijing) Co 
Ltd (SSIE). Park Zone B, Shunyi District, 33 
Yu An Road, Airport Industria, Beijing-101300, 
China and marketed in India without any 
alteration before or after sale by M/s. Sartorius 
Weighing India Pvt Ltd, No 69/2 & 69/3, 
Kunigal Road, Jakkasandra, Nelamangala 
Taluk, Bangalore-526123, Karnataka’* shall be 
substituted for "manufactured by M/s. Sartorius 
Mechatronics India Pvt Ltd, 10, 3 rd Phase, 
Peenya, 6 th Main, KIADB Industrial Area, 
Bangalore-560058’*. 

(ii) S. O. No 3300 dated 19 th November, 2011, in 

second para the words "manufactured by M/s. 
Sartorius Lab Instruments GmbH & Co. KG, 
94-108. Weender Eandstrasse, 37075, 

Goettingen. Germany and marketed in India 
without any alteration before or after sale by 
M/s. Sartorius Weighing India Pvt Ltd, No 69/2 
& 69/3, Kunigal Road. Jakkasandra, 

Nelamangala Taluk, Bangalore-526123, 

Karnataka*' shall be substituted for 
"manufactured by M/s. Sartorius Mechatronics 
India Pvt Ltd. 10, 3 rd Phase, Peenya, 6 th Main, 
KIADB Industrial Area. Bangalore-560058”. 

(iii) S. O. No 3302 dated 19 th November, 2011, in 

second para the words "manufactured by M/s. 
Sartorius Lab Instruments GmbH & Co. KG, 
94-108. Weender Landstrasse, 37075, 

Goettingen, Germany and marketed in India 
without any alteration before or after sale by 
M/s. Sartorius Weighing India Pvt Ltd, No 69/2 
& 69/3, Kunigal Road, Jakkasandra, 

Nelamangala Taluk, Bangalore-526123, 

Karnataka" shall be substituted for 
"manufactured by M/s. Sartorius Mechatronics 
India Pvt Ltd, 10, 3 rd Phase, Peenya, 6 th Main, 
KIADB Industrial Area, Bangalore-560058’*. 

(iv) S. O. No 4809 dated 31 s1 December. 2005, in 
second para the words '‘manufactured by M/s. 
Sartorius Lab Instruments GmbH & Co. KG, 


Goettingen, Germany and marketed in India 
without any alteration before or after sale by 
M/s. Sartorius Weighing India Pvt Ltd, No 69/2 
& 69/3, Kunigal Road, Jakkasandra, 

Nelamangala Taluk, Bangalore-526123. 

Karnataka” shall be substituted for 
"manufactured by M/s. Sartorius Mechatronics 
India Pvt Ltd, 10, 3 rd Phase, Peenya, 6 th Main, 
KIADB Industrial Area, Bangalore-560058". 

(v) S. O. No 4812 dated 31 st December, 2005, in 

second para the words "manufactured by M/s. 
Sartorius Lab Instruments GmbH & Co. KG. 
94-108. Weender Landstrasse, 37075, 
Goettingen, Germany and marketed in India 
without any alteration before or after sale by 
M/s. Sartorius Weighing India Pvt Ltd, No 69/2 
& 69/3, Kunigal Road, Jakkasandra, 

Nelamangala Taluk, Bangalore-526123, 

Karnataka” shall be substituted for 
"manufactured by M/s. Sartorius Mechatronics 
India Pvt Ltd. 10, 3 ld Phase, Peenya, 6 th Main. 
KIADB Industrial Area, Bangalore-560058”. 

(vi) S. O. No 4813 dated 31 st December. 2005, in 

second para the words "manufactured by M/s. 
Sartorius Lab Instruments GmbH & Co. KG, 
94-108, Weender Landstrasse, 37075, 
Goettingen, Germany and marketed in India 
without any alteration before or after sale by 
M/s. Sartorius Weighing India Pvt Ltd, No 69/2 
& 69/3, Kunigal Road, Jakkasandra. 

Nelamangala Taluk. Bangalore-526123, 

Karnataka” shall be substituted for 
"manufactured by M/s. Sartorius Mechatronics 
India Pvt Ltd. 10, 3 ld Phase, Peenya, 6 th Main, 
KIADB Industrial Area. Bangalore-560058”. 

(vii) S. O. No 4814 dated 31 st December, 2005, in 
second para the words "manufactured by M/s. 
Sartorius Lab Instruments GmbH & Co. KG, 
94-108, Weender Landstrasse, 37075, 
Goettingen, Germany and marketed in India 
without any alteration before or after sale by 
M/s. Sartorius Weighing India Pvt Ltd, No 69/2 
& 69/3, Kunigal Road, Jakkasandra, 

Nelamangala Taluk, Bangalore-526123, 

Karnataka” shall be substituted for 
■‘manufactured by M/s. Sartorius Mechatronics 
India Pvt Ltd, 10, 3 rd Phase, Peenya, 6 lh Main. 
KIADB Industrial Area, Bangalore-560058". 

[F. No. WM-19(31 )/2013] 


94-108, Weender Landstrasse, 37075, B.N. DIXIT, Director (Legal Metrology) 

2016 

^5T.3TT. 195. —ftTIcfPT ftRT (ftftFR) ft1988 % ftftrtTft 4 % (5) % 3ftTftftTT ft ftKcfftt ftTft^ RcKSKI 

t f^F f^ft 3 feft ftft t, % ti¬ 
cs O Cv C 



I '‘TFT I! 3(ii) I 


■FTTcT °FI WFT : FTWt 6, 2016/414 17, 1937 
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31444) 

O C\ 


[ . 


cSt fafa cm/ 

Hi 6 

| 

1 

4F FTF 4 FrlT 

*iKrjl<4 HMch^TTfb* 

FT FT TT(FFT/ 

3T-TFFT) 

; 1. 

6500009812 

20151030 

TfTRt 3ft WtR TT^Err qTO 

FFTF/F 270/1B2, ct>*TRim<rFJH ffe. 

Ox 

4TFF4tF - 641 653 

Ox 

luHiel i <He1NI) 

IS 14543 : 2004 

I i 

, 

4. 

5. 

6500009905 

. 

20151105 

FF4 4. FF. TUgtf gifly 

56, TF5TT 3Tf<FF, 

FFFft-638 501 

Tier 

3TTWT/f?WFFT 7F5FTFF 
TOR 

IS 1417 : 1999 

6500010086 

20151116 

FTFf cia-41 FTTTW 

286,Hfcrite, fWFff, 

o 

-+14MtF-641 012 

3h|hTcI % Riy 7TTO 
3% FFft % felcTT % FFTT43 

FRF 

IS 9079 : 2002 

6500010187 

20151119 

20151120 

tot? 

4.101 -D, FFT TFT 3TFF 4>m4)F 

Ox Cv 

4d4MrK - 641 049 

PU-rM4)4 

IS 8034 : 2002 

6500010288 

6F FTP 230-1,4WkTFT FF, 

3FFF <+1fSl'61 %4t%, 

RFHrtrK, 

Cx 

^FMtF-641 015 

Hlctf — din 4 »j1, 

fwcKd 4)^ 

IS 12615:2011 


[*T. tfrinT^/13: I I] 


r TR %Tto ‘I* TO 


(BUREAU OF INDIAN STANDARDS) 

New Delhi, the 28th January, 2016 

S.O.195— In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
(Certification) Regulation 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licence particulars of 
which are given in the following schedule: 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licence No. 

Grant 

Date 

Name and Address (Factory) of the 
Party 

Title of the Standard 

IS No. Part/ 

Sec. Year 




M/s. Sri Amman Aqua Farm 

Packaged Drinking 


I. 

6500009812 

20151030 

SF No. 270/1B2, Kumarapalayam Road, 
Kariyamplayam Post, Annur, 

Water (other than 
Packaged Natural 

IS 14543 : 2004 




Coimbatore - 641 653 

Mineral Water) 





M/s. J. M. Sahul Hamced 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 


2. 

6500009905 

20151105 

56, Raja Street, Anthiyur, 

Jewellery/ Artefacts - 

IS 1417 : 1999 




Bhavani - 638 501 

Fineness and Marking 






Electric Monoset 





M/s. Lakshmi Narayana Industries 

Pumps for Clear, Cold 


3. 

6500010086 

20151116 

286, Sathy Road, Gandhipuram, 

Water for Agricultural 

IS 9079 : 2002 


i 


Coimbatore - 641 012 

and Water Supply 
Purposes 

-j 




M/s. Ceto Pumps Company 



4. 

: 

6500010187 

i 

20151119 

i 

■ 

i i 

No.IOl-D. Super Group Of Companies 
Compound, Chinnavedampatty, 
Coimbatore - 641 049 

Submersible Pumpsets 

IS 8034 : 2002 

! 

j 
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6500010288 


20151120 


M/s. SAS Industry 
SI 230-E Srinivasa Nagar. 
Masani Amman Kovil Back Side, 
Uppillipalayam Post, Singanallur, 
Coimbatore -641 015 


Induction Motors- 
Energy Efficient, 
Three phase. Squirrel 
cage 


IS 12615 : 201 1 


[No. CMD/13:11] 
P. SESHAGIRI RAO, Scientist TT & Head 

28 2016 

5JT.3TT. 196.— Wcfk iTFRh (yHl«H) ftPl-MH 1988 % faftilH 4 % 39f444 (5) % 4RWT if ‘HKdl4 ©3Rt ^rTCSTTT 
3Tf&T¥Tf%cT 5R7TT t % f^R STTOxft if for f, % Tsfta fa* ^ f:- 


3F. 

Ef. 

i 

| 3. 

2 


Tdftchrt EET 

er 

f. 

c'HSEi'HfcJTTT 37T TFT T ETT 

ETETpT ETTE7 ET TftE 

'[ .~ 

ETET ET (EFT/3TEEET) : 

6500010389 

20151202 

Mhl4 niftcdl 

7T. 624. TTSTT^te, 

641 001 

ee 4 Tier femMT. 

47T'4WfVT<r4"hl() 

IS 1417 : 1999 

6500010490 

20151203 

123-B, fd^TT 'FTT, 

Wlfrt Rte, - 64! 006. 

7E TRI 3hihR % frlR 
TTTE 3fR 3% 9 l41 % 

IS 9079 : 2002 

6500010591 

20151207 

MhlM Ml "hi i<h 

123-B, 304KHMM44, 

J |umfd "hl-MMrK 641 006. 

% feTtT 

IS 14220 : 1994 

4. 

j 

7 

| 

i 

| __ j 

1 6 . 

| 7. 

6500010692 

20151210 

4vh4 ^hER? q,Tc}| 

IJTn^TT. 422/1,3TH^^f^r% 

Tt#, wnft ®cTEF, 

638 312 

o 

RT ^Rt 

f4 47d 4no%37cOOT) 

IS 14543 : 2004 

6500010793 

20151211 

4^4 chi^^ni oHd< 

"4<dMI FT 3/1-E, Hiding cft^r, 

638 316 

Ft EET 

f047d514r%477TIO7) 

IS 14543 : 2004 

6500010894 

20151222 

20151223 

52. 407, TTcT^TT, Mt. U/T. md4H, 

"h'lAMd/ - 6641 037 

c\ 

ETFF, <5% Ml4) %fcTE 
3TT%#E TTERPEF TR 

IS 8472 : 1998 

6500011391 

TEF?RF%T 

77 143/2A. 304T 407 Tfe. Mtc4R7, 

- 641 062 

Ov 

'TcTTRl % RlR firdU -cl°h 
ERE % ITrRET ERE 

070 1 - 7^474Ml feO 

IS 5312 : Part 1 : 2004 

f 

i 

, 

6500010995 

'j 

20151223 

MoM 4^444 '4141414 

C\ 

77. 5, ^03147its, =hM!44ld44. fOrlfe 

O * 

Ot44.^7te 638 102 

^sj4 0OOJ4T(¥hM44 
[44<d % 3TcTraT) 

IS 14543 : 2004 

9. | 

6500011088 

20151223 

4475 44)MU 

lo/ioo/i, 17 

TMII^IWh WOtM, 

0 00 

TcPffRTW, ERE. 

00 00 0 Cv 

=hl4Md/ ■•■■ 641 402 

’HHsO % felR 

’-dl^R 

i 

IS 710: 2010 
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10. 

II. 

6500011189 

20151223 

1 

5^1*1 

10/100/1. TT TFT 'ft TTtfF, 

O OxD 

FcRt^TTcTT, tt?r, 

OO Oo ’ O «N 

- 641 402 

Cs, 


IS 1659 : 2004 

6500011290 

20151231 

9/10. jfOT WZ Tfe, ’iMFTF, 

o 

^HtR-641 012 

Ov 

fcr^idg. 
3jmw RirMohifi 
^cTT^or 4^<iobH 

IS 1417 ; 1999 


[TT. TfTinT^t 13: II] 


i tT, TfaTprft 7T^. "f' ^ y*H<a 

New Delhi, the 28th January, 2016 

S.O.196.— In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of the regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
(Certification) Regulation 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licence particulars of 
which are given in the following schedule: 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licence No. 

Grant 

Date 

Name and Address (Factory) of the 
Party 

Title of the Standard 

IS No. Part/ 

Sec. Year 




M/s. Nabilla Jewellers 

Gold and Gold Alloys. 


1 . 

6500010389 

20151202 

No. 624, Raja Street, 

Jewellery/ Artefacts - 

IS 1417 : 1999 




Coimbatore - 641 001 

Fineness and Marking 


2. 

6500010490 

20151203 

M/s. Meco Tech Industries, 

123-B, Elango Nagar, 

Avarampalayam, Ganapathy Post, 
Coimbatore - 641 006. 

Electric Monoset 

Pumps for Clear. Cold 
Water for Agricultural 
and Water Supply 
Purposes 

IS 9079: 2002 




M/s. Meco Tech Industries, 



3. 

6500010591 

20151207 

123-B, Elango Nagar. 

Avarampalayam, Ganapathy Post, 
Coimbatore - 641 006. 

Open we 11 Submersible 
Pump sets 

IS 14220 : 1994 

4. 

6500010692 

20151210 

M/s. Anand Aqua Product 

SE No 422/1, Anand Weigh Bridge 
Backside, Bhavani Block. 
Thottipalayam, Bhavani Taluk, 

Erode-638 312 

Packaged Drinking 

Water (other than 
Packaged Natural 

Mineral Water) 

IS 14543 : 2004 




M/s. Kovartana Water 

Packaged Drinking 


5. 

6500010793 

20151211 

Door NoJ/l-E, Nathakattu Thottam, 
Palayur Street, Kalingarayen 

Water (other than 
Packaged Natural 

IS 14543 : 2004 




Palayam, Erode- 638 316 

Mineral Water) 


6 . 

6500010894 

20151222 

M/s. Deepak Industries 

52. Jothi Nagar, 

Palayur, P N Palayam, 

Coimbatore - 6641 037 

Centrifugal 

Regenerative Pumps for 
clear, cold water 

IS 8472 : 1998 

7. 

6500011391 

20151223 

M/s. Me Wane Services Private 
Limited, 

No. 143/2A, Anna Nagar Road, 
Neelambur, 

Coimbatore - 641 062 

Swing Check Type 

Reflux (N on-Ret urn J 
Valves For Water 

Works Purposes 

Part 1 : Single-Door 
Pattern 

■ j 
j 

IS 5312 : Part 1 : 
2004 j 




M/s. Ultimate Solution 

Packaged Drinking 


8 . 

6500010995 

20151223 

No. 5, Vaikkal Medu, 

Kongampalayam, Chithode Post, 

Water (other than 
Packaged Natural 

IS 14543 : 2004 




Erode - 638 102 

Mineral Water) 





M s. Pioneer Plywood Industries 
10/100/1. A.S.P Thottam, 


i 

9. 

6500011088 

20151223 

Sengodugounden Pudur Road, 
Muthugounden Pudur, Sulur, 
Coimbatore - 641 402 

Marine Plywood 

IS 710 : 2010 
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1 

; 

10 . 

} 

6500011189 

20151223 

M/s. Pioneer Plywood Industries 
10/100/1, A.S.P Thottam, 
Sengodugounden Pudur Road, 
Muthugounden Pudur, Sulur, 
Coimbatore - 641 402 

Block Board 

IS 1659 : 2004 

1 

11 . ■ 

6500011290 

20151231 

M/s. Shri Arthi Jewellery 

9/10, Cross Cut Road, 

Gold and Gold Alloys, 

, Jewellery/ Artefacts - 

IS 1417 : 1999 




Gandhipuram, Coimbatore - 641 012 

Fineness and Marking 



[No. CMD/13:11] 


P. SESHAGIRI RAO. Scientist ‘E - & Head 


2016 

3TT. 197.—*TRdrr rfft (TPTFR) 1988 % frf%m 5 % csqfaPmH (6) % arrarni R 'nndk ®%if 

iTf^Rjf^rrr TOT t % f%=T f%4F0T TO FTT#ffl %T 33% 37T^ 371^ cTTftW % T%/ FSjfim f%JT W t:- 

3t H FI ■'dl 

O Cn 


i sfi. 1 
^f. 

| . .1 

rtlSFitt FT 
FfftnT/Tr?r- 


febi* >H>/^ fcbl> rjTJ 

fdf% 

i 

1 


H%sp 2015 - 7F4 

C\ 



|FT. Ffttnt^l 13: 13-| 


dt. FiqiPit) Fra. ^ipT. 133 umg 

New Delhi, the 28 th January, 2016 

S.O.I97.—In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
(Certification) Regulations, 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licence particulars of which 
are given below have been cancelled/ suspended with effect from the date indicated against each: 


SCHEDULE 


SI. 

Licence No. 

Name & Address of the Licensee 

Article/ Process with relevant 

Date of 

No. 

CM/L- 

1 


Indian Standard covered by the 

Cancellation 



licence cancelled/ suspension 




NOVEMBER 2015 

-NIL 



[No. CM D/13: 131 
P. SESHAGIRI RAO. Scientist 'Ft & Head 


28^%t, 2016 

cfiT. 3TT.198.— Wfa 3FTF (OTFR) 1988 % faPWHH 5 % (6) % 3FTFT0JT d RTF#4 RTTT SJjft UcXfsfKI 

3FplFffdd 337TT ft f% f%=T facRui dT3F1FTT %t 33% 3TFt 57tff ^tfbl % T$/ f^T tfjt I:- 

3FHFI%t 

O C\ 


FT. 

W/TTH- 

cTTfifWrrfl’ ^TT TPT ^ UHT 

^TpRT fet 7 m 7 / T? RhM, 3^4<1 

^rrrT/ trM 'mr^fpr HHcf; ^rr yfffer 

S3 

r~ ■; 

1. 

6169575 

^4 (3TT.) RiIh^ 

t?37 7T 445/2, %cvfIeTT ffe, 
tJ^T dt d^tcT % TIFT (?ft TFT Wtt), 

fFFHvvR. - 641 005 

0\ C\ ! 

IWcfi % 

IS 2082: 1993 

21-12-2015 


[%. Ffttnt^f 13 13] 


df. ddiftT f iftM 






[.‘‘TFT W- WT? 3(ii)] 
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New Delhi, the 28th January, 2016 

S.O.198. In pursuance of sub-regulation (6) of the regulation 5 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
(Certification) Regulations 1988, of the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies that the licence particulars of which 
are given below have been cancelled/ suspended with effect from the date indicated against each: 


SCHEDULE 


SI. Licence No. 

No. CM/L- 

Name & Address of the Licensee 

1 

Article/ Process with relevant 
Indian Standard covered by the 
licence cancelled/ suspension 

Date of 
Cancellation 

1. 6169575 

M/s. Kasu Electricals (P) Ltd. 

SF No.445/2, Vellalore Road, 

Near HP Petrol Bunk (Shri Ram Fuels), 
Singanallur, 

Coimbatore 641 005 

Stationary Storage type electric 
water heaters 

IS 2082: 1993 

21-12-2015 


[F.No. CM D/13: 13 ] 
P. SESHAGIRI RAO, Scientist 'F/ & Head 


TT^TTT 3TK ) R l chi TRTPrtT 

C\ 

3Tt? JTFFT y lejlPT<£l [ 3 * 11 * 1 ) 

Ff fevft, 2 I 4H<=Kl, 2016 

4F.3TT.199.—3F£ FFFF UjRsjlF TTFFFF (TFT % 
FIFCw F4TFFT % FFtF) fFFF. 1976 % ft4F 10 % 34- 
ft4F (4) % 3RFRT F, SFHFlM 3rk FFFT UIFIF'I'Ri fsWFT % 
FfS Fldfdd TFjRr FFFT f^TR % (HMfdfeld 3FT[FF?T 
ohFlfRdi, Rr% 80% F 3#J4? dFFTTfRff 4 fiNt 44 4 i|4tHF41 

jTH ftft 4f Rftt t, Ft srRrafer 4F<ft t •. 

1. wk FF4T forTFFF jT, IiFFTcDRI, %F£ 444, 4^EFt-37 

2, WFT FFFT ftfR 4F£, 3TFFR 3fk (ddildT %FT FtIfF 
F^T. 'M SR4T, 4RRT FTs4T 1 I. FTFft TT^T FftFF RrfrSF, 

NO 

oRldldd 4FPFFRT qte o^R-744101 ;3TtT 

.3 TM4 F4FT fFIFT %F(, RrNR F^T TJ34 ircf^ 537 FcT, 
FIHlScT FFF. fflONd TR?T Ffd4ld4. %FcTT (%FF4cT 
5T%FT)-171002 

[F. 7(2)/2005-%.3T.[ 
FFfa 4FTF, F44F FfF4 

O 1 O 

MINISTRY OF COMMUNICATIONS AND 
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY 

(Department of Electronics and Information 
Technology) 

New' Delhi, the 21st January , 2016 

S. 0.199. In sursuanene of Sub-Rule (4) of 
the rule 10 of the Official Language (use for Official 
Purposes of the Union) Rules, 1976, the Central 
Government hereby notifies the following subordinate 
offices of the National Informatics Centre, an attached 
office of the Department of Electronics and Information 
Technology, whose more than 80% staff have acquired 
the working knowledge of Hindi: 


1. National Informatics, Centre, SDTC, Kendra 
Bhawan, Kochi-37 

2. National Informatics, Centre, IT of Andaman & 
Nikobar Islands, Room No. 1 1, Old Pradesh Council 
Building, Secretariat Complex, Port Blair-744101 

3. National Informatics, Centre, HP State Unit, 
6 th Floor, Armsdel Building, Himachal Pradesh 
Secretariat, Shimla-171002 

[No. 7(2)/2005-H.S.J 
RAJIV KUMAR. Jt. Secy. 


Chi M MI TRTFrtt 

27^Rt, 2016 

cFr.3TT.200.— TR3TC, iM'Him (TTrt % 

% fc^T TrtfhT) fem 1976 (1987 rtf w Tmrt^R) % fwT 
10 % TT-lwr (4) % 3RWT ^ «(T % fdMfdfed 

stffaW chld?<r14 # fNt ^ ^ 4^lM 

Wfl 80% Ft Ft % TTtLTUT 3FT gdd£kl 

C\ 

I. SFffafFsTFT cRdlcTd, Ft3TTfF?T, W; 

[F. 13012/1/2013 ] 

FFlF 4FTF, F44F (4^14 (F.FT.) 

o o 1 o x 

MINISTRY OF COAL 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 

S.O. 200.-In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of Rule 10 
of the Official Language (Use for Official Purpose of 
the Union) Rules, 1976 (as amended in 1987), Central 
Government hereby notifies the following office under 
the control of Ministry of Coal wherein the percentage 
of the Staff having working knowledge of Hindi has 
gone above 80%: 

1. Regional Sales Office, C1L, Jaipur: 

[No. 13012/1/2013-Hindi J 

SUBODII KUMAR, Jt. Director(O.L.) 
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eft 4141 §34 SJ1 I 

[74 4et. 20012/88/2013-34^ 347. (tft-1)] 
44. ft. ftft, 3F34FT 3lft44ft 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 22nd January, 2016 

S.O.201. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 
2, Dhanbad (Ref No. 29 of 2014) as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of M/s. CCL 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 22.01.2016. 

[No. L-20012/88/2013-1 R(C-I)| 

M.K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO.2), AT DHANBAD. 

PRESENT Shri R.K. SARAN, Presiding Officer. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(1) (d) of the I.D.Act, 1947. 

REFERENCE NO 29 OF 2014 

PARTIES : 

The Secretary, 

BCKU Gidi Washery, 

M/s. CCL, PO: Gidi, Hazaribagh. 

Vs. ~ 

The Project Officer, 

Gidi Washery of M/s. CCL. 

PO: Gidi, Hazaribagh. 

Order No. L-20012/88/2013-IR(CM-I) dt.28.05.2014. 

APPEARANCES: 

On behalf of the workman/Union : None 

On behalf of the Management : : None 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated, Dhanbad. the 07 th Dec., 2015 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under 


Sec. 10(1 )(d) of the I.D. Act, 1947 has referred the 
following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide 
their Order No. L-20012/88/2013-1R (CM-I) 
dt.28.05.2014. 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the Management of Gidi 
Washery of M/s. CCL in illegally deducting the 
wages in the name of Union's membership, 
despite giving written consent for not doing the 
same by S/Sri Rupni Uraon and 28 others (as per 
list enclosed as submitted by Union) and also not 
refunding the same fair and justified? To what 
relief the concerned workmen are entitled to 9 

2. None is reported to be present either from the 
workmen Sri Rupni Uraon & 28 others or Management 
side on date and also none representation all alone from 
either side since its inception after having registered the 
case on 17.06.2014. The Sponsoring Union has 
miserably failed even in filing W.S.There is no 
exception for the Management side either. Undeniably 
two Regd. Notices were mailed to the Sponsoring 
Union and at the Management addresses but to no avail. 
The case is crawling on the very beginning stage of 
filing of the W.S. on the part of the workmen. 

After through perusal of the records, it is no less 
significant that the Sponsoring Union/Workmen did not 
show seriousness to go in for final for adjudication 
through trails, rather maintained silence all along. 
Finally after providing ample opportunities, it has been 
apparently clear and proved beyond doubt that both 
sides seems reluctant whatsoever to move through 
adjudication as the case seems to be no issue in real 
terms or has been settled. Under such circumstances, 
the Tribunal do not have ground to hold it on for the 
period uncertainty. Hence the case is closed. 
Accordingly an Award of 'No Dispute Award’ is 
passed. 

R.K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

^ 22 2016 

^T.3TL202.—fc)cJTT 1947 

(1947 TFT 14) ftt SINT 17 ft ft ftftk 

TRcER ft ft TFT£ fftrKrfti 

^T4ft ft ftrt, 3FJW ft fcTcTTC 

if ftftk TRcER aftWtfftcb" W ^TFTTeRT, 

«T. 2, tRWTC ft ftrtTC TRsTT 26/2014) ftt 

ywftRT cfNcft ft ftt 73WTT eft 22—01—2016 

ftt FTTRT §3TT £TT | 

[ft. W -20012/3 0/2014-ani OTT (ftt-i)] 

k n f. ft. kft, 3FJTFT 

New Delhi, the 22nd January, 2016 

S.O.202. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 
2, Dhanbad (Ref. No. 26 of 2014) as shown in the 
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Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of M/s. BCCL 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 22.01.2016. 

[No. I.-20012/30/2014-1 R(C-1)1 

M.K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO.2), AT DHANBAD. 

PRESENT 

Shri R.K.Saran, Presiding Officer. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(1) (d) of the LI).Act.,1947 

REFERENCE NO 26 OF 2014 

PARTIES : The Jt.Gen.Secretary, 

Bahujan Mazdoor Union, 

Mines Rescue Station. PO: Dhansar. Dhanbad.. 

Vs. 

The General Manger, 

Lodna Area of M/s. BCCL 
PO: Khasgeengora, Dhanbad. 

Order No. L-20012/30/2014-IR(CM-I) dt. 15.05.2014. 

APPEARANCES : 

On behalf of the workman/Union : : None 

On behalf of the Management : : None 

State Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dhanbad, Dated, the 07 lh Dec.,2015. 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under 
Sec. 10( 1 )(d) of the LD. Act., 1947 has referred the 
following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication vide 
their Order No. L-20012/30/2014-1R (CM-I) 
dt. 15.05.2014. 

THE SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of 
Bagdigi Colliery of M/s. BCCL in dismissing 
Sri Mahadeo Mahato from the services of the 
Company vide Order dated 28.10.2003 is 
justified and fair?To what relief the concerned 
workman is entitled to ? 

2. None is reported to be present from the 
Sponsoring Union/workman. Mr. U.N.Lal, Ld. 
Advocate for Management is present . The case is 
related to dismissal of the workman seeking grounds 
for proper justification against which two Regd. 
Notices dtt, 13.08.2014 and 04.03.2015 were sent to 
the address of the Union but neither the Sponsoring 
Union nor the workman made appearance. Nor did file 
the W.S. on their part .The Tribunal kept on posting 
date after date to ensure filing the much awaited W.S. 

After going through the case record at a glance it 
appears that the workman or the Sponsoring Union did 
not show willingness to push forward the case through 
adjudication, presuming the case having been settled or 
sorted out as the case has been hanging over filing WS 
since 25.09.2014.The workman did not come out from 


the very early stage leaving no room to consider it for 
otherwise rather to close down the case. The case in 
fact nowhere seems in existence due to representation, 
in blank, from the union/workman. So there is 
reasonable ground to close down the Reference LD. in 
the ends of the natural justice. So the case is closed. 
Accordingly an Award of'No Dispute’ is passed. 

R.K, SARAN. Presiding Officer 

^ 22 wRc|'5), 2016 

^T.3TT.203-3ffej^4> fc^ Tlf^RR, 1947 
(1947 cf>T 14) c}5t £TRT 17 ^ 

fHMReT $ WTcffi '<£ TFLg Pl^Gchl' sffc tT# 
cfjifcFRf 3FJef£J ‘if f^Tf^ aftdlPlcb feTT 3 

TOR 3lf^7^UT/ 3R wtmicHT 

2, epMTT ^ W (TLBf W1 38/2007) 4>T WcblRlcf 

t, wt 22/01/2016 ^ frt 

[Vf. XfeT—20012/68/2007-3TR (R?M)] 
TO. '<£. f%, TTJTRT 
New Delhi, the 22nd January, 2016 

S.O.203.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
No. 2, Dhanbad (Ref. No. 38 of 2007) as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. BCCL and their workmen, which was received by 
the Central Government on 22.01.2016. 

[No. L-20012/68/2007-1R(C-1)] 

M.K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO.2), AT DHANBAD. 

PRESENT 

Shri R.K.Saran, Presiding Officer 
In the matter of an Industrial Dispute under Section 
10(1) (d) of the I.D.Act., 1947 
REFERENCE NO. 38 OF 2007 
PARTIES : 

The Secretary, 

Koyla Mazdoor Congress, 

Gorai Mansion, G.T.Road, AsansoI-713301. 

Vs. 

The General Manger, 

Mugma Area of M/s. BCCL 
PO: Mugma, Dhanbad. 

Order No. L-20012/68/2007-IR(CM-I) dt.23.07.2007. 

APPEARANCES : 

On behalf of the workman/Union : None 
On behalf of the Management : Mr.D.K.Verma 

Ld. Advocate 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 
Dated, Dhanbad, the 07 th Dec.,2015 
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AWARD 

V he Government of India, Ministry of Labour, in 
exercise of the powers conferred on them under 
Sec. 1 ()(I )(d) of the I.D. Act.. 1947 has referred the 
following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication 
vide their Order No. L-20012/68/2007-1R (CM-I) 
dt.23.07.2007. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of 
Chapapur Colliery of M/s. BCCL in dismissing 
the services of Shri Gopal Bouri, U/G Loader 
w.e.f. 30.12.2004 is justified and legal? If not, to 
what relief is the concerned workman entitled? 

2 None is reported from the Sponsoring 
Union/workman for appearance nor did file the W.S. 
lying since 8.1.2008. Mr. D.K.Verma, Ld. Advocate on 
behalf of the Management is present. Altogether five 
notices including two Show Cause were sent on the 
address of the Union but neither the Sponsoring Union 
nor the workman moved further for steps . The Tribunal 
kept on posting dates to ensure filing the much awaited 
W.S despite providing as many as several opportunities 
from 8.1.2008 to 30.09.2015 / 

On perusal of the case record, it is quite evident 
that the Union nor workman is interested to get it final 
adjudication through trails as the case is indeed 
nowhere in existence .Lack of seriousness from Union 
and workman cast doubt over existence of the case in 
question in real sense, as the case is hanging over filing 
W.S. Sensing mere wastage of precious time and 
valuable energy, the Tribunal holds of opinion that the 
case deserves winding up. Under such circumstance the 
case is closed and An Award of No Dispute is passed. 

R.K. SARAN, Presiding Officer 

41? 22 wRcTft, 2016 

<OT.3TT.204:-3tkilPl^ fcjc[R 3Tf§rf^m, 1947 

(1947 4>T 14) <fi\ £TNT 17 cf> STJfRR 4^4 
TITcb'R { r 3N 5T cfc 

3lf£[4R u I/ vf'o 1 , ^ fteoft efr W 

(TIA'^f TT^TT 75/2015) t, RTt 

4>^-J 14/01/2016 ^ tfPct gOT £TT I 

[TT k r G. 11012/46/2014-43Tl£ 3TR. (#-1)] 
Wl. -<£. ftTg. 3EJ4FT 

New Delhi, the 22nd January, 2016 
S.O.204. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
No. 1, New Delhi (Ref. No. 75 of 2015) as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of M/s. Air 


India Ltd. and their workmen, which was received by 
the Central Government on 22.01.2016. 

[No. L-l 1012/46/20I4-IR(C-I)] 

M.K. SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND 
DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM 
LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA 
COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No.75/2015 

Shri MumtazAli, 

S/o Nazir Mohammad. 

C/o C-204, Ashok Hotel Staff Quarters, 

Chanakyapuri, 

New Delhi - 110 021 

...Workman 

I ersus 

1. The Senior Vice President, 

M/s. Air India Sats Airport Services Pvt. Ltd. 

A-63, 2 nd Floor, Hotel Tauras, 

1GI Airport Road, Mahipalpur, 

New Delhi - 110 037 

2. The Chairman, 

M/s. Air India Ltd. 

(Erstwhile Indian Airlines Ltd..) 

IGI Airport, 

New Deli 110 037 

.. .Managements 

AWARD 

Central Government, vide letter No.L-l 1012/46/2014- 
IR(CM-l) dated 05.02.2015, referred the following 
industrial dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication: 

'‘Whether the termination of employment of 
the workman Shri Mumtaz Ali S/o Nazir 
Mohammad by the Management of Air India Sats 
Airport Services Pvt. Ltd. especially during the 
pendency of the dispute of regularization of 
services is just, fair and legal? To what relief the 
workman concerned is entitled to? 

2. In the reference order, the appropriate 
Government commanded the parties to the dispute to 
file statement of claim, complete with relevant 
documents, list of reliance and witnesses with this 
Tribunal within 15 days of receipt of the reference 
order and to forward a copy of such statement of claim 
to the opposite parties involved in the dispute. Despite 
directions so given, Shri Vir Pal opted not to file his 
claim statement with the Tribunal. 

3. On receipt of the above reference, notice was 
sent to the workman as well as the management. 
Neither the postal article, referred above, was received 
back nor was it observed by the Tribunal that postal 
services remained affected in the period, referred 
above. Therefore, every presumption lies in favour of 




II 3(ii)] 


’■TTTcT 6, 2016/^N 17, 1937 


617 


the fact that the above notice was served upon the 
claimant. Despite service of the notice, claimant opted 
to abstain away from the proceedings. No claim 
statement was filed on his behalf. Thus, it is clear that 
the workman is not interested in adjudication of the 
reference on merits. 

4. Since the workman has neither put in his 
appearance nor has he led any evidence so as to prove 
his cause against the management, as such, this 
Tribunal is left with no choice, except to pass a 'No 
Dispute/Cl aim’ award. Let this award be sent to the 
appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. for publication. 

A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
Delhi Dated : January 1 1,2016 

ft| feeeft . 27 ftlftftfl, 2016 

<t>T3TT.205.—fcTcnft 1947 

(1947 cRT 14) c|5t ETRT 17 <# 3Tft~4Nft 
WcftN elter ftftftftcft ftftfttftTftT ftk ft) 

3T^' if 3 ftd)Rich" Rrftrft if ft^prj 

3MrRr<T 3TRrft>\ ; q/ rp rrrr ft. 2, 
firtlft (wf TRR[ 185/201 1) Tftt ftftftf^Ift ft^Trft t, vifr 
ftVftftft 7TTTN TftT 27/01/2016 Rt ftTO §3ft ftT | 

[ftft. ftck---42012/271/2010-3TL?. 3TR 

tff. eft cftjJfttqTeT, 3lf?T447f 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 

S.O.205.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D. Case no. 
185/2011) of the Central Government Industrial 
I ribunal-cum-Labour Court No.II. Chandigarh now as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management 
of Koi Dam Hydroelectric Power Project & others and 
their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27/01 2016. 

I No. I ,-42012/271 /201O-IR(DU)] 
P.K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT-II, CHANDIGARH. 

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer. 

Case No. 185/2011 Registered on 08.06,2011 

Sh. Harbans Lai S'o Late Sh. Dhanna Singh, Vill. 
Khodal, Tehsil Fatehpur, Kangra . 

...Applicant 

Versus 

1. The General Manager, M/S. NTPC Limited, Kol 
Dam Hydro Electric Power Project, Barmana, Tehsil 
Sadar, District Bilaspur, Himachal Pradesh. 


2. The Project Manager, M/S. Italian Thai 
Development Public Company Ltd., Kol Dam Hydro 
Electric Power Project, Village Kyan, Post Office 
Slapper, Tehsil Sundar Nagar, District Mandi. 
Himachal Pradesh, through its Project Manager. 

3. The Managing Director, M/S. U.R. Infrastructure 
Company Pvt. Limited, Kol Dam Hydro-Electric 
Power Project, Chhamb, Post Office Harnoda, Tehsil 
Sadar, District Bilaspur, Himachal Pradesh. 

... Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the workman Sh. M.S. Gorsi, Adv. 

For the Management Resp. No. 1 and 3 Ex parte 
Sh. H.R. Sharma for Resp. 
No.2 

AWARD 

Passed on>23.12.2015 

Vide Order No.L-42012/271/2010-IR(DU), dated 
06.05.2011 the Central Government in exercise of the 
powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and 
Sub-Section 2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (in short Act) has referred the following 
industrial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal. 

"‘Whether retrenchment of services of 
Sh. Harbans Singh S/o Late Sh. Dhanna Singh w.c.f. 
14.08.2008 by M/s. U.R. Infrastructure Company 
Private Limited, Chamb. Bilaspur, a sub contractor of 
M/s. Italian Thai Development Public Limited, a 
contractor of M/s. NTPC Limited without following the 
principal of ‘last come first go’ is legal and justified? 
What relief the workman is entitled to?” 

In response to the notice, the workman 
Sh. Harbans Singh appeared and submitted statement of 
claim, pleading that respondent No.l has been 
constructing a Dam in the name and style of "Kol Dam 
Hydro Electric Power Project” at Harnoda and engaged 
respondent No.2 as its main Contractor. Respondent 
No.2 has engaged respondent No.3 as Sub-Contractor 
who appointed the workman on 16.12.2004 and he 
worked till 14.08.2008 w'hen his services were 
retrenched. 

He has challenged the retrenchment on the 
ground that the persons junior to him were retained in 
service and the respondent-management has also made 
fresh appointments without-calling him. 

Respondent No.l and 3 were proceeded against 
ex-parte. 

Respondent No.2 has pleaded that the services of 
the workman were retrenched due to completion of 
work and he was paid the retrenchment compensation. 
No persons junior to the workman was retained in 
service and no fresh appointments were made after his 
retrenchment. 

Parties were given opportunities to lead evidence. 
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In support of his case, workman Harbans Singh 
appeared in the witness-box and filed his affidavit 
supporting his case as set out in the claim petition. 

On the other hand, Sh. Hem Raj Sharma appeared 
on behalf of respondent No.2 and stated that a sum of 
Rs.l 1,340/ was paid to the workman as compensation 
and retrenchment was made on completion of the work 
by following the principle of‘last come first go*. 

There is no denial of the fact that the workman 
was engaged by respondent No.3 and his services were 
retrenched on 14.08.2008. It has come in the statement 
of Sh. Hem Raj Sharma that a compensation of 
Rs.l 1,340/ was paid to the workman. There is nothing 
on the file that the retrenchment effected was in 
violation of any law. The workman has challenged the 
retrenchment only on account of the fact that the 
persons junior to him were retained in service as well 
the respondent-management appointed new persons. 
But no cogent evidence has been led to prove the above 
said facts except the bare statement of workman, which 
cannot be relied upon without documentary evidence. 

Thus, it cannot be said that the persons junior to 
the workman were retained in service and fresh 
appointments were made after the retrenchment of the 
workman. 

Being so, it cannot be said that the retrenchment 
made is bad in law' and the principle of Mast come first 
go' was not followed. 

In result, the reference is answered holding that 
the action of the respondent-management in retrenching 
the services of the workman is legal and valid and the 
workman is not entitled to any relief 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
^ RTeefl, 27 /fRctf). 2016 

44.311.206.-ailSTtf’Ich f^TcIK 3ff&ft2R 1947 (1947 

44 14) cfSt ETTCT 17 4> SFJfROI 3 4R4>N 5J.3TR. 

ProWl #7 1344) 4>*k>ITf 3 PlRk; 

3frertf?ra5 tore 3 4)^)4 3i1?)4R^ ^ ^ 

■yini'era. 2 ej) trare (tM 1 I.D Case No. 

142/2011) 4Rcft t ^1 cDtD'A) TTTcPR efi) 

27/01/2016 4?t yiRT §311 SIT I 

[ci. XJef- 42012/202/2010 3TT#. 3TR. (#>j)] 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 

S.O.206.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D Case 

No. 142/2011) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-Cum-Labour Court No. 11, Chandigarh now as 
shown in the Annexurc in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management 
of the U.R. Infrastructure Company Pvt. Ltd. & others 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27/01/2016. 

[No. I .-42012/202/201O-IR(DU)] 

P.K.VLNUGOPAL, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT-II, CHANDIGARH. 

Present: SRI KFWAL KRISHAN, 

Presiding Officer. 

Case No. 142/2011 Registered on 28.04.2011 

Sh. Sunit Kumar S/o Sh. Chaman Lai, Village and PO 
Maura, Tehsil Salooni. Chamba(HP). 

...Applicant 

Versus 

1. The Managing Director, M/S.U.R. Infrastructure 
Company Pvt. Limited, Kol Dam Hydro-FMectric 
Power Project, Chhamb, Post Office Harnoda, Tehsil 
Sadar, District Bilaspur, Himachal Pradesh. 

2. The Project Manager, M/S. Italian Thai 
Development Public Company Ltd.. Kol Dam Hydro 
Electric Power Project, Village Kyan, Post Office 
Slapper, Tehsil Sundar Nagar, District Mandi, 
Himachal Pradesh, through its Project Manager. 

3. The General Manager, M/S. NTPC Limited, Kol 
Dam Hydro Electric Power Project, Barmana, Tehsil 
Sadar, District Bilaspur. Himachal Pradesh. 

...Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

For the workman : Sh. M.S. Gorsi, Adv. 

For the Management : Resp. No. 1 and 3 Ex parte 

Sh. ICR. Sharma for Resp. 
No.2 

AWARD 

Passed on:-23.12.2015 

Vide Order No.L-42012/202/2010-IR(DU), dated 
1.4.2011 the Central Government in exercise of the 
powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and 
Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (in short Act) has referred the following 
industrial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal. 

“Whether the action of the Management of M/s. 
U.R. Infrastructure Co. Pvt. Ltd. sub contractor of 
M/s, Italian Thai Development Public Ltd., a 
contractor of M/s. NTPC Ltd. in retrenchment of 
the services of Sh. Sunit Kumar S/o Sh. Chaman 
Lai w.e.f. 01.08.2008 without following the 
principle of ‘Last come first go* is legal and 
justified? What relief' the workman is entitled 
to?” 

In response to the notice, the workman Sh. Sunit 
Kumar appeared and submitted statement of claim, 
pleading that respondent No. 3 has been constructing a 
Dam in the name and style of “Kol Dam Flydro Electric 
Power Project’* at Harnoda and engaged respondent No. 
2 as its main Contractor. Respondent No. 2 has engaged 
respondent No. 1 as Sub-Contractor. 
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The workman was appointed through respondent 
No.l on 29.09.2004 and he worked continuously till 
01.08.2008 when his services were retrenched. He has 
challenged the retrenchment on the ground that persons 
junior to him were retained in service and the 
respondent-management has also appointed a large 
number of persons. That he be reinstated in service. 

Respondent No.l and 3 were proceeded against 
ex parte. 

Respondent No. 2 pleaded that the workman was 
engaged by respondent No.l. but his services were 
retrenched on account of the completion of work after 
paying him retrenchment compensation which is legal 
and valid. 

Parties were given opportunities to led their 
evidence. 

The evidence of the workman was closed by 
order dated 29.10.2014. 

Sh. Hem Raj Sharma appeared on behalf' of 
respondent No. 2 and filed his affidavit. 

I have heard Sh. M.S. Gorsi for the workman and 
Sh. 1 lem Raj Sharma for respondent No. 2. 

T here is no denial of the fact that the workman 
was engaged by respondent No.l and his services were 
retrenched on 31.07.2008. It has come in the statement 
of Sh. Hem Raj Sharma that a compensation of Rs. 
9075/ was paid to the workman. There is nothing on the 
tile that the retrenchment effected was in violation of 
any law. The workman has challenged the retrenchment 
only on account of the fact that the persons junior to 
him were retained in service as well the respondent- 
management appointed new persons. But no evidence 
has been led to prove the above said facts and during 
the evidence, the workman himself did not appear in 
the witness-box to support his assertions. 

Thus, it cannot be said that the persons junior to 
the workman were retained in service and fresh 
appointments were made after the retrenchment of the 
workman. 

Being so, it cannot be said that the retrenchment 
made is bad in law and the principle of 4 last come first 
go‘ was not followed. 

In result, the reference is answered holding that 
the action of the respondent-management in retrenching 
the services of the workman is legal and valid and the 
workman is not entitled to any relief. 

KLWAL KR1SHAN, Presiding Officer 
fWfr, 27 2016 

<*4.30/207. -aflfcilRlcb fcfcTTC 1947 

(1947 04 14) 0?T 4T7T 17 0> 3 7N047 

3fnc oorr o> owto o> 
Plfcfe 3MPTT fcTcITO 3 7TCTR 3 M^TcP 


stfkzm tjcf m 2 ^ ootc (704? 

l.D Case No. 169/2011) 44 ymiRlcf 44/ft ft uft 
7R47R oft 27/01/2016 4ft M ^3TT 4T I 

[Tf. “42012/286/201 0-2K$. 307. (ftftj)] 
x ft. 4f 3?fSi<0[^ 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 
S.O.207. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (l.D Case 
No. 169/2011) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal Cum Labour Court No. II. Chandigarh now as 
shown in the Annexurc in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management 
of the U.R. Infrastructure Company Pvt. Ltd. & others 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27/01/2016. 

[No. I ,-42012/286/201O-IR(DU)] 

P. K. VLNIJGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNKXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT-II, CHANDIGARH. 

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer. 

Case No. 169/2011. Registered on 24.05.2011 

Sh. Ram Prakash S/o Late Sh. Bhagat Ram, Vill. Nog, 
PO-BinoIa, Tehsil-Sadar, Bilaspur. 

...Applicant 

Versus 

1. The Managing Director, M/S. U.R. Infrastructure 
Company Pvt. Limited, Kol Dam Hydroelectric 
Power Project, Chhamb. Post Office Harnoda, Tehsil 
Sadar. District Bilaspur. Himachal Pradesh. 

2. The Project Manager, M/S. Italian Thai 
Development Public Company Ltd., Kol Dam 
Hydro Electric Power Project, Village Kyan, Post 
Office Slapper, Tehsil Sunder Nagar. District Mandi, 
Himachal Pradesh, through its Project Manager. 

3. The General Manager, M/S. NTPC Limited, Kol 
Dam Hydro Electric Power Project, Barmana, Tehsil 
Sadar, District Bilaspur, Himachal Pradesh. 

...Respondents 

AWARD 

Passed on:-22.12.2015 

Vide Order No.L-42012/286/20 lO-IR(DU), dated 
27.04.201 1 the Central Government in exercise of the 
powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-Section (1) and 
Sub-Section 2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (in short Act) has referred the following 
industrial dispute for adjudication to this Tribunal. 

"Whether retrenchment of services of Sh. Ram 
Parkash S/o Late Sh. Bhagat Ram w.e.f. 
14.8.2008 by the Management of M/s. U.R. 
Infrastructure Company Private Limited, Village 
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Chamb, District Bilaspur a sub contractor of M/s. 
Italian Thai Development Public Limited a 
contractor of M/s. NTPC Limited without 
following the principal of Mast come first go' is 
legal and justified? What relief the workman is 
entitled to from the above employer?’* 

In response to the notice, the workman Sh. Ram 
Parkash appeared and submitted statement of claim, 
pleading that respondent No. 3 is the principal 
employer who has been constructing a Dam in the name 
and style of "Ko\ Dam Hydro Electric Power Project’' 
at Harnoda and engaged respondent No. 2 as its main 
Contractor. Respondent No. 2 has engaged respondent 
No.l as Sub-Contractor who appointed the workman on 
7.12.2004 and he worked there till 14.8.2008 when his 
services were retrenched. 

He has challenged the retrenchment on the 
ground that persons junior to him were retained in 
service and the respondent-management has also 
appointed a large number of persons. That he be 
reinstated in service. 

Respondent No.l and 3 were proceeded against 
ex parte. 

Respondent No. 2 pleaded that the workman was 
engaged by respondent No.l, but his services were 
retrenched on account of the completion of work after 
paying him retrenchment compensation which is legal 
and valid. 

Parties were given opportunities to led their 
evidence. 

In support of his case, workman Ram Parkash 
appeared in the witness-box and filed his affidavit 
supporting his case as set out in the claim petition. 

Sh. Hem Raj S harm a appeared on behalf of 
respondent No. 2 and filed his affidavit. 

I have heard Sh. M.S. Gorsi for the workman and 
Sh. Hem Raj Sharma for respondent No. 2. 

There is no denial of the fact that the workman 
was engaged by respondent No.l and his services were 
retrenched on 14.08.2008. It has come in the statement 
of Sh. Hem Raj Sharma that a compensation of 
Rs.9075/- was paid to the workman. There is nothing 
on the tile that the retrenchment affected was in 
violation of any law. The workman has challenged the 
retrenchment only on account of the fact that the 
persons junior to him were retained in service as well 
the respondent-management appointed new persons. 
But no cogent evidence has been led to prove the above 
said facts except the bare statement of the workman 
which cannot be relied upon without documentary 
evidence. 

Thus, it cannot be said that the persons junior to 
the workman were retained in service and fresh 
appointments were made after the retrenchment of the 
workman. 


Being so, it cannot be said that the retrenchment 
made is bad in law and the principle of Mast come first 
go’ was not followed. 

In result, the reference is answered holding that 
the action of the respondent-management in retrenching 
the services of the workman is legal and valid and the 
workman is not entitled to any relief. 

The reference is answered accordingly holding 
the termination of the services of the workman is legal 
and valid and workman is not entitled to any relief. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
^ 27 2016 

^T.an. 208-3iterrf?R7 feterrc 3Tf£rf4jpT, 1947 

(1947 37T 14) eft CTRT 17 £ if 4^0*1 

fcmFT cf> Meirra £ Tfsng 

3f^r if aiki'iPr* ferarc if 

4^1 4 qxTTS (wf I D Case No.LCA No. 

149/2006) WcblRld cfRcft t off TRcbR 

27/01/2016 7f>T 7TRT f3IT an I 

[4. 7*74—42025/03/2016-3TT^. 3TR. (#!j)] 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 
S.O.208. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D Case 
LCA No. 149/2006) of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal Cum Labour Court No. II, 
Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of the Department of Posts and their 
workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27/01/2016. 

[ No. I>-42025/03/2016-1 R(DU)] 

P.K.VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT-II, CHANDIGARH. 

PRESENT: SRI KEWAL KRISHAN, PRESIDING 
OFFICER. 

Case No. LCA No. 149/2006 
Registered on 15.2.2006 

Sh. Harpal Singh, Wireman in the Head Post Office, 
Rohtak-124001, Haryana, 

Through Sh. R.P. Mehra, Advocate. ...Petitioner 

Versus 

L The Secretary Deptt. of Posts, Dak 
Bhawan, New Delhi-110001. 

2. The Director Postal Services, Haryana 
Circle, Ambala. 
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3. The Senior Superintendent of Post 
Offices. Karnal Division, Karnal. 

...Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

Tor the workman Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv. 

For the Management Sh. Sanjiv Sharma, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on:-22.12.2015 

Sh. Harpal Singh, workman has filed this claim 
application under Section 33(C)(2) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. 1947 (hereinafter called the 'Act’), 
pleading that he was appointed as a Wireman in the 
Head Post Office, Rohtak. on 15.4.1982 and he was 
given a status of Quasi Permanency, vide order dated 

26.8.1986 (Annexurc A-2) with effect from 15.4.1985. 
He has pleaded that the department of Post and 
Telegram was bifurcated and technicians were given 
better pay-scales. The pay-scale of applicant was also 
changed to Rs. 950-1500 instead of 825-1200. That the 
government has also issued a communication dated 
14.8.1998 in this respect, but respondent No. 3 did not 
release the pay-scale. 

It is further pleaded that he is entitled to pay-scale 
of Rs. 3050-4590 and 4000-6000 being first ACP. He 
has claimed the amount of Rs. 1,36,927/- 

Respondent-management Fled written reply 
pleading that the applicant was wrongly given pay-scale 
of Rs. 950-1500 w.e.f. 1.1.1986 and later on, the arrears 
were recovered from him. That the pay-scale of Rs. 
2750-4400 was given to the workman w.e.f. 9.8.1999 
on introduction of AC Scheme and was further given 
pay-scale of 3050-4590 vide letter dated 12.7.2006. 
That no amount is due. 

I have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman and 
Sh. Sanjeev Sharma for the management. 

It may be added that workman is claiming pay- 
scale of Rs.950-1500 w.e.f. 1,1.1986. The service of the 
workman with the respondent-management is not 
deputed. The Government has given scale to the 
Wireman as per Recruitment Rules prepared by the 
department of Telecom vide its letter No. 7-3/80-CSE 
as fined mentioned in Annexure A-5, dated 14.8.1999. 
In pursuance of the said letter, one Bhagwan Das, 
Wireman, was given the scale of Rs. 950-1500 w.e.f. 

1.1.1986 as is clear from letter dated 18.8.1996 
(Annexure A-6). The workman was also discharging 
the functions of a Wireman on 1.1.1986 and as per the 
above said letter, he was also entitled to the scale of 
Rs. 950-1500 from 1.1.1985. Even the respondent- 
management has given him the scale as pleaded in the 
written statement. But it has withdrawn the scale 
without given any reason. Therefore, it is held that the 
workman is entitled to the scale or Rs. 950-1500 w.e.f 
1.1.1986. 

The workman is claiming scale of Rs. 3050-4590 
and further pay-scale of Rs. 4000-6000 being the first 


ACP. But the Government has issued a letter dated 

12.7.2006 and clarified the matter vide its letter dated 

14.7.2006 (Annexure R-2) mentioning therein that the 
entry of Wireman is 2650-4000 and next promotion is 
3050-4590 after 12 years of service on grant of the 
ACP Scheme. Thus, the workman was entitled to the 
grant of Rs. 2650-4000 on entry and the next promotion 
in the pay-scale of Rs. 3050-4590 on account of the 
ACP Scheme and these scales have been given to him 
by the respondent-management as pleaded in the 
written statement. Therefore, the workman is not 
entitled to the scale of Rs. 3050-4590 or any arrears of 
pay on account of implementation of the ACP Scheme. 

In result, it is held that the workman is entitled 
the pay scale of Rs. 950-1500 w.e.f. 1.1.1986 and the 
amount calculated be paid to him within 6 months 
failing which the workman is entitled to interest @ 6% 
per annum on the due amount from today till 
realization. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
27 'jHc|41, 2016 

<PT.3TT.209.—fctcTR 3Tf4f47R 1947 
(1947 7PT 14) eft SJT7T 17 £ 31^1^1 4 cj^il 7WR 
^5 Mk-e cprzffcTTT TfecPP TTMak <4 f^RTtviTckl 
3fk Tj-TTf) <p4<pk 4? srgM 4 3rteriRic6 

fc}cTR 4 3frg4Pt7P 3Tf§m^JT M 

4. 2 44k I <4 we (7^4 I.D Case No. 
LCA No. 161/2006) ‘<j 4 w4 t 

WW 7f4 27/01/2016 7f4 TTM §3TT STT I 

[4. W—42025/03/2016-3TT4. 3TR (4kj)] 

3{f4^T4 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 
S.O. 209. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D Case 
LCA No. 161/2006) of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal Cum Labour Court No.IE 
Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of the of Head Post Office, Rohtak and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27/01/2016. 

(No.L-42025/03/2016-IR(DU)] 

P.K.VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT-II, CHANDIGARH. 

PRESENT: SRI KEWAL KRISHAN, PRESIDING 
OFFICER. 

Case No. LCA No. 161/2006 

Registered on 25.4.2006 

Sh. Ramesh Kumar Bhardwaj, Postman in the Head 
Post Office, Rohtak-12400 1, I laryana through 

Sh. R.P. Mehra, Advocate. 


...Petitioner 
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Versus 

1. The Senior Post Master Head Post Office, 
Rohtak-124001. 

2. Senior Superintendent of Post Offices, 
Rohtak Division,Rohtak-124001. 

3. The Chief Post Master General, Haryana 
Circle, Ambala. 

...Respondents 

APPEARANCES: 

For the workman Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv. 

I ; or the Management Sh. Sanjiv Sharma, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on:-15.12.2015 

Sh. Ramesh Kumar, workman has filed this 
application under Section 33(C)(2) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. 1947 (hereinafter called the v AcC), 
pleading that he was appointed as Extra Departmental 
Branch Post Master from 10.5.1976 to 24/25.1 1.1999. 
He was appointed and promoted as Postman in the 
Head Post Office, Rohtak, on 24/25.1 1.1999. That the 
workman rendered service of 23 years 6 months and 15 
days as E.D.S. and on his appointment as Postman, his 
previous service came to an end and he is deemed to 
have retired from the previous assignment. Being 
retired as Extra Departmental Branch, Post Master, he 
is entitled to gratuity under the payment of Gratuity Act 
1972. He is entitled to gratuity for 24 years as per the 
provisions of the said Act. He has claimed Rs. 32192/ 
as gratuity and Rs. 23172/ as interest thereon. 

Respondent-management filed written statement 
admitting that the workman worked as Extra 
Departmental Branch Post Master for the period and 
later on, was promoted and absorbed on regular basis 
against a departmental post. That the workman has not 
retired from the service and he is not entitled to any 
benefit by way of gratuity. Further objection that 
respondent-management is not an industry and claim 
being barred under the payment of Gratuity Act, the 
present application is not maintainable, was also taken. 

Parties were given opportunities to lead its 
evidence. 

In support of his case, Ramesh Kumar, workman 
appeared in the witness-box and filed his affidavit. 

On the other hand. Sh. M.S. Panchal was 
examined by the respondent-management. 

I have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman and 
Sh. Sanjeev Sharma for the management and perused 
the file. 

It may be added at the outset that the workman 
was working as Extra Departmental Branch Postmaster 
and he worked from 10.5.1976 to 24/25.11.1999 when 
he was appointed as Postman in the Head Post Office. 
There is no denial of the fact, as pleaded by the 


respondent-management, that he was absorbed on 
regular basis against a departmental post. Thus, it 
cannot be said that he retired or his services were 
terminated when he was promoted and absorbed on 
regular basis as Postman. 

Extra Departmental agents are entitled to Gratuity 
only when their services were terminated. But, in the 
present case, the services of the workman were not 
terminated, but he was absorbed on regular basis and 
therefore, he is not entitled to any amount by way of 
Gratuity. 

It may be added that the workman has claimed 
gratuity under the Payment of Gratuity Act, 1972, as 
pleaded in Para 4 and 5 of the claim petition and when 
it is so, the present application under Section 33(c)(2) 
of the Act is also not maintainable. 

Let hard and soft copy of the award be sent to the 
Central Government for information, as required under 
Section 33(4) of the Act. 

KEWAE KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
■7s? Rwft, 27 ViRctft 2016 

RT.an. 210 .—afteftPre* f^TR arPrPm, 1947 

(1947 RT 14 ) STRT 17 "cfc 3TJFRWT 3 7T7RR 

w; 3 tHw, 4-7 Hid OTEIcra 7RR Pi All d chi' sfft 

cj? Spjsl'y <1 Prf^s 3il^lPlcb fcIcTTC 
3 ^sflAj wcbK sfteflPicb srPrcj^ ijg rjiaimai. 
2 $ trare (TRif I.D Case No. LCA 

No.306/2013) Wcblf^lcf f Tift c^nf|A| cpt 

27/01/2016 «J>T OT §3TT sn | 

pJT. XTcT—42025/03/2016-3TT#. 3TR. (^P[)| 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 

S.O. 210. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D Case No. 
LCA No. 306/2013) of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal Cum Labour Court No. II, 
Chandigarh now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of the Post Office, Karnal and their 
workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27/01 /2016. 

|No. L-42025/03/20l6-IR(DU)j 
P.K.VENIJGOPAL. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT-II, CHANDIGARH 

PRESENT: SRI KEWAL KRISHAN, PRESIDING 
OFFICER. 

CASE NO. LCA NO. 306/2013 
Registered on 13.3.2014 

Sh. Kehar Singh S/o Sh. Shri Ram, Residence of House 
No. 185, Street No. 2, Noorwala Panipat. 


...Petitioner 
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Versus 

1. The Senior Superintendent of Post Offices, Karnal 
Division, Karnal. 

2. The Chief Post Master General, Haryana Circle, 
Ambala. 

...Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

f or the workman Sh. R.P. Mehra, Adv. 

f or the Management Sh. Sanjiv Sharma, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on:-15.12.2015 

Sh. Kehar Singh, workman has filed this 
application under Section 33(C)(2) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter called the k Act’), 
pleading that he was appointed as Postal Assistant and 
retired from service in 2005. He adopted Small Family 
Norms prior to 1986 and was given increment. That the 
increment is to be increased on account of the revision 
of pay scale. That he is entitled to arrears of pay along 
with interest. 

Respondent-management Hied written reply, 
pleading that the workman was granted Special 
Increment w.e.f. 23.3.1982 @ 8%, from 1.1.1986 
(a) 25% and Rs. 100/- w.e.f. I.T.1996 to 30.6.2005 on 
account of the increase of pay and no amount is due. 

In support of his case, the workman Kehar Singh 
appeared in the witness-box and filed his affidavit. 

Management did not lead any evidence. 

I have heard Sh. R.P. Mehra for the workman and 
Sh. Sanjiv Sharma for the management. 

As per Swamy’s-FR&SR. Part-I, the incentives 
were provided from Small Family Norms and Rule 3 
relating to allowances read as follow:- 

“J. Allowance to be sanctioned by the Head of 
Office would be equal to the amount the lowest 
rate of increment in the scale of pay applicable at 
the time of undergoing the operation and will 
remain fixed in the entire service . If both husband 
and wife are Central Government employees . the 
allowance may , at their choice , be drawn by any 
one of them. " 

Thus, lowest rate of increment in the scale of pay 
was to be given as incentive for Small Family Norms 
and it is to remain fixed and is to be revised only on the 
revision of pay. 

It is the case of the respondent-management that 
the workman was given incentive @ 8% w.e.f. 
23.3.1982. (a) 25% w.e.f. 1.1.1986 and was given 
incentive of Rs. 100/- w.e.f. 1.1.1996 to 30.6.2005. 

It is clear that on the basis of pay w.e.f. 1. i. 1996, 
the special pay was increased to Rs. 100/-. The 
applicant did not mention in the application at which 
rate he claims his increment. But while filing affidavit, 


he mentioned the increment as Rs. 150/-, which is not 
supported by any document. The workman retired in 
the year 2005 and he filed the present application only 
in the year 2014, which probalise the case of the 
respondent-management that he was given due 
incentives for a Small Family Norms from time to time 
as per the law and he is not entitled to any additional 
amount as claimed by him. 

In result, there is no merit in the application and 
the same is dismissed. 

Let hard and soft copy of the award be sent to the 
Central Government for information and further 
necessary action under Section 33(4) of the Act. 

KEWAL KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 
27^RTtf, 2016 

cfiT. 3TT.211.—affeftPl^b 1 947 (1947 

14) «ft mn i7 % wwt r rttr aft.Tfusft.tft. 
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4THF3TT4TI 

|*T. 4/4-3001 I/28/2001-3TT? 33TT(T?T) ] 

H=fld 

c\ 1 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 
S.O. 211 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
1362/2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of M/s. 
O.N.G.C. Ltd. and others and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 
27/01/2016. 

|No. L-3001 1/28/2001-IR(M)| 
NAVEEN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, AHMEDABAD 

Present: Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 

Dated 10th December, 2015 
Reference: (CGITA) No. 1362 /2004 

Reference:(TI C) No. 16/2001 

1. The Group General Manager (P), 

O. N.G.C. Ltd., Hazira Project, 

P. O. Bhatpore, Surat (Gujarat)-394518 

2. M/s. Sagar Construction, 

301. Avenue Park, City Light Society, 

Opp. Agriculture Farm, 

Surat (Gujarat)-395007 
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3. M/s. Supreme Creative Pvt. Ltd., 

GIDC Phase- E Opp. Jain Temple, Highway, 
Mehsana (Gujarat).1 irst Party 

Vs. 

I heir Workmen. 

C/o. Gujarat Working Class Union, 

The General Secretary, 

A-772. ‘Anand Ganga' Kasak , 

Bharuch .Second Party 

For the First Party : Sh. Kamleshbabu 

Pravinchandra Joshi, 

Advocate 

For the Second Party : 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. 
E-3001 1/28/2001/IR(M) dated 20.03.2001 referred the 
dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Surat 
(Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the 
Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

•'Whether the demand of the union to 
absorb/regularise the services of Shri Eaxman 
Baburao Marathe & 24 others as per list enclosed 
as permanent and direct employees of ONGC 
Ltd., with time scale of pay of their category of 
work equivalent to their similar placed regular 
employees of ONGC Ltd., by declaring the 
contract as ‘sham contract’ is fair and justified? 
If so, to what relief the concerned workmen are 
entitled? 1 ' 

2. this reference dates back on 20.03.2001 and 
was registered in Tribunal on 22.04.2002. 
Both the parties were served. Second party 
Hied the statement of claim (Ext. 2) First party 
also filed the Written statement. Second party 
was given dozens of opportunity to lead 
evidence but to no avail. Second party failed 
to give any evidence. 

3. It is old reference. Therefore, in the 
circumstances of the case Tribunal has no 
option to dismiss the reference in default of 
the second party. 

if K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
qf 27^5^^, 2016 

cfJT.3TT. 212.—affefrffR; 1947 (1947 ^FT 

14) srm 17 % arrow if ten4 tk4>k roft /ftiftftfts; 73)4 
(%ftT) % WFft % ftsrg UM 34% 
% ftra arroy if fftfe if 

^4Fnf%FW m '4141*44. ftfcl % 9^13 (TRft ftls4T 1/2014) 
%r WTfw 447ft I ftr%^4 7TFFR%t 25/01/2016 %tST?Tf3TT 

[ ft. Uftf-29012/47/2013-3^3417(^)1 


New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 
S.O. 212 .— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
1/2014) of the Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Kota 
now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management 
of M/s. Associated Stone Industries (Kota) Ltd. and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 25/01/2016. 

|No. L-29012/47/2013-1 R(M)] 
NAVEEN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 

appr 

^TT4rafter, wnaiR)tr>yu[ (c^pj) ^]c\, (tm) 

3Tf%FTft- 3Tf%Tl fPft 

*Fftft>:3ftftn.(cNk)-1/2014 
ftftFF wfftcl: 5/3/14 

Wf: ftRft ftWR, ft<l ftftTcR ^ fftcftt % 3?Tft?T 
3>. W~29012/47/2013-3Tft3TRftft ftftfti 
17/12/2013 

R*,KI/R|ciK Sl'fl'Ici ETRT 10(l)(q) 3flcj}Rl<T> (^414 3(j?lPl4*1, 
1947 

11S4 

ftlcjfft? 7g4FT fft? gift OFTCft ftftft fez 7THT, 
ftftTftt ftftftft, ftftl I 

fttSTI 

—araraft Pl4W 

#ftf> eft 3)fc % 1p[.%focfTft 

ftift3fcF ft) ft yfftfftfft :-ftt ft.ft.fty 

fft-W: 2/12/14 

ftTW ftftFR ftft ftWTeRJ, ffteftt ft OTOlfftcF 3nft?T ftftFF 
17/12/2013 ft Ffftft f%ft fftjTC, 3M%F f%TR 

3?1?fftm,1947 (fftft ft TFftlftcT IftftT 

ft) ftRT 10(l)ft 4 ftWft (2ft ft 3RT%T ?ft 

ft) arfftfftftmft ftftfftr fftm roi i- 

"Whether the action of the management of 
Associated Stone Industries (Kota) Limited, 
Ramganj Mandi, Kota in terminating the services 
of Shri Balu Singh S/o Shri Khuman Singh vide 
letter dated 20.7.2010, is legal and justified? 
What relief the workman is entitled to and from 
which date?" 

vJCfTRJ 4STERT Tt 7p41 / v ltfiNf ufpft cR fcffNri 


mm\ to i 
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3 -9T# 9#<f5 <# 3#7 7l ■ ; i|l9lf#F77>9 it TRgcT 319# 9e# 
T##-3 it 9? ajcKT f#>91 991 ft ft 91# ftl 3T9T# gTTl f#9R5 
2/4/84 <P 99 SKI #ft#T7 d> 99 97 7#T if #9lf#c! f#9T 
991 £111 9T# 27## 99 3191# f#9#T97 # 9?T 7#R5# 
'TiaWl*' 7$T ftl ft 6/6/10 ftt 3191# #9#195 # 91# 
9#<f> 44 T3JFTRKK 9971311$ d<17 *1tf1# 91 <19# 4>l9td9 9 
4>7 #91, $77 77’RRT ft ftt^ T#[-7RR54 37T#?T 9T# ##I5 ftt 
9191 -lb# §391 ft. 24/6/10 5 Jc| 5 7T#f#T 471479 Wtft 

311719 99 ##4> 9)1 911# 9)7-9 99191 #1779# ft#97l 9ft 
qftftl91--1 ft #17# ft 11/6/10 ft 7 £THIt 17K 99 99 
\iec774 11 91# 27# 4> 9# f#9#19> 9 #7TT 95ftt 9ft? 99 -IT# 
ft 91. ’7T977T 95T#9lft1 49# 9# WH 77 9# ft. 39719-99 $]# 
d?9l ’ 97 3719## ftl 9T# 2|#9> ft #9195 24/6/10 ft 

77?#f#t 3fT#9-99 9>I 3aT7 ##9> 7/7/10 ftt 977pT #591 

#17# ?7#95 ft TSTFTFTRK 3T#?T 9# ftft 3TTft ft 7F7F9 ft 
9-T'I<p9 ftwjft ft# 9# 919 ftt# ft1 379T# #4#T9) ft ##95 
gT7! 3T9ftt aftVrftt 9ft #97# ft 7F99J ft 3# 74 9# 9)79 #9T 

ail, 371 7T#99FT45 9# 9191 9911 9199) ft 3791# #9#J95 gTTT 

■yfra 3#4>T# fft596 fft9T 99T #177# gRT f##d4> 99 9ST 
c#4>7 #9 ft #TlPf4> -799 feglftt 9ft 379!#RT 9# §5? 999 
TF9-9 9# 9# I ft# 7T9TO ft# ft 9?99T #9#T95 ft ##95 9ft 
999 9fcT999 ftt 9# #9T 9 91 ftl ft# 9997 99 95R9 97TT3# 
■f1#7f #9T 9 ##9> 9ft ^99919?! 94# 9ft 9T99T ft #. 
20/7/10 ft 99 gT7T 7191 ft fftft 91# 99 9^ ft #9T 
9911 9fftlT99: 9T# 27#95 ft 4d9 #cftF9 ft 9CTT ft 3T9T# 
f#ft#19> ft 9# fftoft TTRjft ftcFl 9 7# cTlftt 7T%7T p ft9Tft 
4 bid fftft dTft ft 374/119 Rctlft 91lft 9ft 91#T1 9ft I 

4- 399# #9#795 ft RT9lfft9KK ft ##9 397RT 9? 
99999 fft9T9) 29/4/15 ft feTTJ 399# fft#9T9) ftt 3tK ft 
91919 971 fftft dlft ftcj fft97T fftrn W ?9. 979J 37T7T Tjft ft 
3991 fftft9>‘ 2/12/14 99 ft# 92# ft ^979fft9Kd ft 7J9fft«f?T 
ftt9)7 '"dVd 3T9Td7T" ftt 919-9 ft ftfftd ftt9K 99> TTftT-TRT 
U7ftl fft‘79 f#7Tftt 7)7(99 $9179 f-l*-!I-]797 ft' 

"9f#92# ft 9I?ft 9)1 J-f: ftdlft 99ld 9K9I 7#997 9K 
feT9T ft I 91# 2Tfft9) 3T9 - # 7t9Fjfftr fft#9 20/7/2010 
‘ft 59: ft9T ft 9?Tcft 9# fft"-99) 99) 99 9#ft ftcR 9T9T 
9K# 99 3jfft99ft dft ftlni I 9# 9# ftdlft Pl7-d7c1l ft 
91# dft# I 91# #9 ftt TftcTT 3T9fft 99 3F9 ft# dT9 
9I9T 97# 99 3lfftcf)|ft 9# ftHlI | 9T# 15 f#97T ft 31-97 
9#192# ft 7J721I f#9Fl ft 319# -S7J# 97 739#?! ftf911" 

5- 3971911 7T#t-7fft ft 31-]7T17 dt#9 9977K ft 98T997FT 
31191# fttft 99#9lftt 9# 91# ft dan 39# 9T7T 977pR{9T 
719#-!# ft 3FJ797 99779 3lfftFf 7»9 # #77## fftft 91# ftt 
9 #11 ftt 9# | 

6- 39#9d 7T9#9# 9# $917d ft# K2#f ftt 9^9K ^91#. 
719311# 9# # 3## TftrtJT 7t 719#919T 95791 9 7T9#9191 ft 
da# 9# 7# #91 7#97R fftm I 99(97191 97^9^91 7I9#919T 
d7#95 fft9T 9911 $71 997R ft# 92# ft 9«9 7n#9T91 ft# 9 
91# 921 gTTT 9977K ft ft# 9)#9rftt 9# 9T?ft # 99579 ft 319 
ft# 951991# #9 9# 7?9 # 99579 #919 7f#9 ftl 91T9T t 5# 
$7# 315JM 379f# ft# 9#9 ft I 

9 R u !1979799 9179 ‘7179)T7, 919 99Td9, 9ft fftw# ft 
9I7lffft95 3f#91 #9195 17/12/2013 ft 7## 7T9jf#9 

Plft?|/f#9T9 9# 3lf##5#T 957 $# 3FJ7o9 39lf#T f#91 dldl 


ft fft $71 997759 ft 9219971 ft Tt9 "c#95 3191d9" 9# 9T99T # 
#f#T ftl07 7T9#9T91 ftl 91F-1 7t 9l9dl f#9T9 Tfftd ftl dldl ft I 

#9# 3t#9T 9#, 3TT91#91 

9 ft #9# 27 999#. 2016 

95T.3TT. 213 . —3##Pl95 #9T9 ##999, 1947 (I c 747 99 
14) #1 9TTT 17 % 3T97F59 ft ### 7TT99T ftr# 99591T 5#ft 
% 9##9 % TRR fftftdftt 3# 39% 9#99Tt % #9 3T9#9 ft 

O 

fftft? 3##(991 #979 ft ##FT 7TT99T ###191 ##909 ^ ^ 
79T919T9. 3T999RT9 W^Z (99ft 7#29T 1 133/2004) ftl 995##9 
99# ft ftt ft## 7R99T ftl 2 7/01/2016 ftl 9T9 F3TT mi 

|ft. 5179 -37011/4/1997-IR(M)| 

H#H 9)5TT, 3797 #99 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 
S.O. 213. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref No. 
1133/2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of M/s. 
Kandla Port Trust Ltd. and others and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
27/01/2016. 

| No. L- 3701 1/14/1997-1 R(M)] 
NAVLLN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR 
COURT, AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi. 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad. 

Dated 10th December, 2015 
Reference: (CGITA) No. I 133/2004 

Reference:(ITC) No. 40/1998 

Kandla Port Trust 

Chairman, Administrative Office, 

P.B. No. 50, Gandhidham (Kutch), 

Gandhidham -370201.First Party 

f'v. 

Their Workmen, 

Through The Secretary, 

Kandla Port Pilots Association, 

B-3, 

Gopalpuri, 

Gandhidham-370201 .Second Party 

For the First Party Sh. S.B. Gogia Associates, 

Advocates 

For the Second Party : Sh. Rakesh K. Singhal, 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 
37011/4/97/1 R(M), dated 08.06.1998 referred the 
dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, 
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Rajkot (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the 
Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the demands of the Kandla Port Pilots 
Association. Goplapuri, Gandhidham (Kutch) 
against the management of Kandla Port Trust. 
Gandhidham pertaining to the prerequirment for 
undertaking Night Navigation in Kandla Port as 
enlisted in Annexure 'A' just, valid and Legal? If 
so. what benefits the pilots are entitled and what 
directions are necessary in the matter?’' 

2. The reference dates back to 08.06.1998 and was 
registered on 01.09.1998 in the Tribunal. Both 
the parties were served. On behalf of the first 
party. Kandla Port Trust filed his vakalatnama 
(Ext.3). Second party filed statement of claim 
(Ext.2). First party filed written statement 
(Ext.7) on 27.03.2001. 

3. Despite giving dozens of opportunities to the 
second party to lead evidence, no evidence was 
given by the second party. 

4. This is an old reference and second party 
appears to have not been willing to lead 
evidence, therefore, the Tribunal has no option 
but to dismiss the reference in default of the 
second party. 

Reference is dismissed in default of the second 
party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
2016 

^T.3TT. 214.—1947 (1947 

14) 4t mrr 17 % arrow if Prof 3rr.iT4.aft.rft. 

aftr rot % rnrorftr % rftrs 3 ftr 34% apfanff 

%41-ci <H44£T ft aftgftfftch (ci3i<3 ft 4-41 4 rroFTT aftsftPra 

srPraw xrft 3fiw4Ni4 ftros (ft^ft ftw 

1332/2004) =ft ^rrft t aft 7TOFTT aft 27/01 /2016 

[ft. w -30012/118/2000-317^ 3TR (TTtT) ] 
44k^ro, sRrrrfara’ 
New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 

S.O. 214. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
1332/2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of M/s. 
O.N.G.C. Ltd. and other and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 27/01 /2016. 

[No. L-30012/118/2000-IR(M)] 
NAVEEN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, AHMEDABAD 

Present: Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 


Ahmedabad, 

Dated 23nd December, 2015 

Reference: (CGITA) No-1332/2004 
Reference: (CGITA) No-53/2000 

1. The Group General Manager (P) 

ONGC Ltd. 

P.O. Bhatpore, Surat (Gujarat>394518 

2. The Surat Electricity Co. Ltd.. 

Contract Division, 

403, 404, Ruchita, Athugar Street, 

Nanpura, Surat (Gujarat) .First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workman, 

Sh. Harshadbhai Govindbhai Patel. 

At. Bhatpore, Taluka Choriyasi, 

Dist: Surat (GUJARAT) 394510 .Second Party 

For the First Party 

For the Second Party : 

AWARD 

Ihe Government of India/Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. 
L-30012/118/2000-IR(M), dated 22.08.2000 referred 
the dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, 
Surat (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the 
Schedule: 

THE SCHEDULE 

‘"Whether the contract between the management 
of ONGC Ltd., Hazira Project, Surat & the 
Contractor. The Surat Electricity Co. Ltd. 
Contract Div., Surat in respect of the contractual 
workman Sh. Sh. Harshadbhai Govindbhai Pate 1 
is sham & bogus contract?’' 

"Whether the demand of the workman Sh. Sh. 
Harshadbhai Govindbhai Patel for 
treating/declaring him as direct and 
regular/permanent employee of ONGC Ltd.. 
Hazira Project from either the date of his initial 
engagement with the contractor or from the date 
of Notification issued by Govt, of India, 
prohibiting his alleged employment/work through 
the contract system is legal, proper and justified? 
If so, to what relief Sh. Harshadbhai Govindbhai 
Patel is entitled to and from which date and what 
other directions are necessary in the matter?" 

1. This reference dates back to 22.08.2000. 
Second party filed their statement of claim and 
first party also filed written statement but 
neither of the parties has been responding 
since 06.01.2012. The case was fixed for 
evidence of the second party but despite giving 
dozen of opportunities, but neither of the 
parties came forward to lead their evidence. 
Thus it appears that both the parties have no 
inclination or willingness to proceed with the 
reference. Thus, the Tribunal has no option but 
to dismiss the reference in default of the both 
the parties. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the both 
the parties 

P.K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
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27 '3R=pfr, 2016 

g>r.3n. 215.—srtefrf’RF 3#rfq^r. 1947 (1947 

14) SJTTT 17 % STOW IT RRWC fcrcf 3TT.T37T 

Idftis! 3Tft % WKRT7T % R3T5 Rifl^+i 3Ttl 34% <=b4<=hl0’ 

C\ 

k #4 3Rpq if ftfe 3l1tilf7|=6 f3P4R if RR4ITC 3#^^ 
3#raRJT Ucj ?pj -HI4Mil, 3RRRRT? ’CRTS (R^4 R7RT 
133 I 20(i4) 4BT y<*lfild «FRft t ^ft 4R=FTT 27/01 /2016 
44 3mTF3RS4TI 

[R. ^T-30012/120/2000-1 R( M) | 
Rfa =FqT. 3RT 

c\ 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 
S.O. 215. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 
No. 1331/2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of M s. 
O.N.G.C. Ltd. and others and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 
27/01/2016. 

[No. L-30012/120/2000-1 R(M)| 
NAVEEN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR 
COURT, AHMEDABAD 

Present Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 

Dated 23rd December, 2015 
Reference: (CGITA) No-1331/2004 
Reference: (CGITA) No-51/2000 

1. The Group General Manager (P) 

ONGC Ltd. 

P.O. Bhatporc. 

Surat (Gujarat)-3945 18 

2. The Surat Electricity Co, Lad., 

Contract Division, 

403. 404. Ruchita, Athugar Street, 

N an p ura, 

Surat (Gujarat) .First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workman. 

Sh. Zaverbhai Fakirbhai Patel, 

At. Bhatpore, Taluka Choriyasi, 

Dist: Surat (Gujarat) 394510 

.Second Party 

For the First Party : 

Tor the Second Party : 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of L.abour, 
New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. 
L-30012/120/2000-1 R(M) dated 22.08.2000 referred the 
dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Surat 


(Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the 
Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the contract between the management 
of ONGC Ltd., Hazira Project, Surat & the 
Contractor, The Surat Electricity Co. Ltd. 
Contract Div.. Surat in respect of the contractual 
workman Sh. Zavebhai Fakirbhai Patel is sham & 
bogus contract?" 

‘‘Whether the demand of the workman Sh. 
Zavebhai Fakirbhai Patel for treating/declaring 
him as direct and regular/permanent employee of 
ONGC Ltd., Hazira Project from either the date 
of his initial engagement with the contractor or 
from the date of Notification issued by Govt, of 
India, prohibiting his alleged employment/work 
through the contract system is legal, proper and 
justified? If so, to what relief Sh Zaverbhai 
Fakirbhai Patel is entitled to and from which date 
and what other directions are necessary in the 
matter?” 

2. This reference dates back to 22.08.2000. 
Second party filed their statement of claim and 
first party also filed written statement but 
neither of the parties has been responding 
since 06.01.2012. The case was fixed for 
evidence of the second party but despite giving 
dozen of opportunities, but neither of the 
parties came forward to lead their evidence. 
Thus it appears that both the parties have no 
inclination or willingness to proceed with the 
reference. Thus, the Tribunal has no option but 
to dismiss the reference in default of the both 
the parties. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the both 
the parties. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
T? fecril, 27 2016 

^T.3TT. 216.—afteftfrch 3rfrtf^PT, 1947 ( 1947 TtT 

14) # ^TTFT 17 % 3TPWT T FTTER itFTFf 3Tt.I^T.^f.Fft. 

C\ 

% sfte if 3 M)Pi<*. ferre it RTcfirc 3MPict-, 

'O 

3#PTF*T TTEj- m ^TFTTTPU 3^HdMK W (FTT4 FTW 
1333/2004) SlTifSlcT TTcft t ^ft FTTFIF ^t 27/01 /2016 

tTTH|3TTSTT| 

[FT. -3001 21 1 16/2000-3TTf3TTF (PFT)l 
HcftH chHT. 3T^F 'Hftcj 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 
S.O. 216. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
1333/2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court. Ahmedabad now as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
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employers in relation to the management of M/s. 
O.N.G.C. Ltd. and other and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 27/01/2016. 

|No. [>-30012/1 16/2000-1 R(M)| 
N A VEEN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR 
COURT, AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 

Dated 23rd December, 2015 
Reference: (CGITA) No-1333/2004 
Reference: (CGITA) No-55/2000 

1. The Group General Manager (P) 

ONGC Ltd. 

P.O. Bhatpore, 

Surat (Gujarat)-394518 

2. The Surat Electricity Co. Ltd., 

Contract Division, 

403, 404. Ruchita, Athugar Street, 

Nanpura, 

Surat (Gujarat) .First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workman, 

Sh. Vipul P. Parekh 

At. Bhatpore, Taluka Choriyasi, 

Dist: Surat (Gujarat) 394510 .Second Party 

For the First Party 
For the Second Party 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 
30012/116/2000-IR(M) dated 22.08.2000 referred the 
dispute for adjudication to the Industrial T ribunal, Surat 
(Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the 
Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the contract between the management 
of ONGC Ltd., Hazira Project, Surat & the 
Contractor, The Surat Electricity Co. Ltd. 
Contract Div., Surat in respect of the contractual 
workman Sh. Vipul P. Parekh is sham & bogus 
contract?’' 

“Whether the demand of the workman Sh. Vipul 
P. Parekh for treating/declaring him as direct and 
regular/permanent employee of ONGC Ltd., 
Hazira Project from either the date of his initial 
engagement with the contractor or from the date 
of Notification issued by Govt, of India, 
prohibiting his alleged employment/work through 
the contract system is legal, proper and justified? 
If so. to what relief Sh. Vipul P. Parekh is entitled 
to and from which date and what other directions 
are necessary in the matter?’* 


3. This reference dates back to 22.08.2000. Second 
party filed their statement of claim and first party 
also filed written statement but neither of the parties 
has been responding since 06.01.2012. The case was 
fixed for evidence of the second party but despite 
giving dozen of opportunities, but neither of the 
parties came forward to lead their evidence. Thus it 
appears that both the parties have no inclination or 
willingness to proceed with the reference. Thus, the 
Tribunal has no option but to dismiss the reference 
in default of the both the parties. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the both 
the parties. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
27^tft, 2016 

cET.OT. 217.—1947 (1947 TT 
14) eft 1 7 % 3TOP4 A mm Am 
fcilii^ 3^7 <=h4°hi0‘ 

% 4frt if PiRg fcjcj]^ if 

■o 

m SfWisre ww wsf 

771/2004) ^ ycfciRitf t *ft efit 27/01/2016 

^jrmK3TTyTi 

[TFT. TTeT-30012/90/2001 -3TTf3TR (TJtr)] 
3T47 yR|c( 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 

S.O. 217. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
771/2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of M/s. 
O.N.G.C. Ltd. and others and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 
27/01/2016. 

[No. I>-30012/90/2001 -1R(M)] 
N A VEEN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR 
COURT, AHMEDABAD 

Present Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 

Dated 21 SI December, 2015 
Reference: (CGITA) No-771/2004 
Reference: (CGIT A) No-21/2002 

1. ONGC Ltd. The Sr. Engineer (Electrical), 

CPF, Gandhar Post, Chanchwcl, 

Taluka Wagara, Dt. Bharuch 
Bharuch-393010 

2. M/s. Blue Star Ltd., 

Ramkrishna Chambers, 

Productiivity Road. 

Alkapuri, Vadodara 
Vadodara (Gujarat)-390007 


First Party 
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Vs. 

1'heir Workman, 

Through the General Secretary, 

Akhil Gujarat Mazdoor Sangh, 

Opp. Ajit Mill, 

Rakhi 2 IK| Floor. 

Arab Manjil, 

Patharkuva, 

Ahmedabad (Gujarat) .Second Party 

For the First Party : Shri C.S. Naidu, Advocate 
For the Second Party 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 
3 0012/90/200I -1 R( M) dated' 01.05.2002 referred the 
dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, 
Baroda (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in 
the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the contractor M/s. Blue 
Star Ltd. in terminating the services of Shri. 
Prakash B. Rana & Shri Dolatsingh P. Rana 
w.e.f. 02.09.2001 is legal, proper and justified? If 
not, to what relief the concerned workmen are 
entitled to?" AND whether the demand of the 
union to regularise the services of Sh. Prakash B. 
Rana & Sh. Dolatsinh P. Rana treating them as 
the employees of the ONGC Ltd. and should be 
given the pay scale of the ONGC Ltd., is justified 
or not? If yes, to what relief the concerned 
workmen are entitled to and from which date and 
what other directions arc necessary in the 
matter?" 

3. Phis reference dates back to 01.05.2002. Second 
party filed their statement of claim (Ext.4) 
thereafter first party No. 1 filed written statement 
along with the documents on 18.08.2005 since then 
neither the second party nor the first party no. 2 
responded. Thus, it appears that neither of the 
parties are willing to proceed with the reference. 
Thus Tribunal has no option but to dismiss the 
reference in default of the parties. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the 
parties. 

P K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
27 'aHcifl, 2016 

3 Frr. 3 TT, ferr? 3 #rfqw. 1947 ( 1947 ^bt 

14) m\ 17 % 3TTU4UI # E7RT 

cRRl % WEET % afk 34% 

% <sfN ^ ^1^1 Pi^ RT43R 3^€j)P|oh * 

SO 

?wr w m 

403/2004) y=hlf5ld oRfft t «ft 7TWTC ^ 27/01/2016 
^ WT |3TT STTI 

|7T. tl^T-3001 I 33 2001-3TF# 4TR (tn?)| 

c\ 


New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 
S.O. 218. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
403/2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of M/s. 
O.N.G.C. Ltd. and others and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 
27/01/2016. 

|No. L-3001 1/53/2001 - IR(M)1 
NAVEEN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR 
COURT, AHMEDABAD 

Present Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer. CGIT cum Labour Court. 
Ahmedabad, 

Dated 10 th December, 2015 

Reference: (CGITA) No-403/2004 
Reference : (ITC) No. 65/2001 

1. ONGC Ltd. 

The Group General Manager (P), 

Ankleshwar, Dt: Bharuch (Gujarat) 

Bharuch-393010 

2. M/s. S.S. Construction. 

Nishant Shopping Centre, Seven Bunglow, 
Andheri(W), 

Mumbai-53 .First Party 

Vs. 

Their Workmen 
Through the President, 

All Gujarat State Kamdar Union, 

Khadki Falia, At. Vav, Post Kadodara, 

Taluka Vagra, 

Dt. Bharuch (Gujarat) 

Bharuch .Second Party 

For the First Party : Sh. P.S. Chari, Advocate 
For the Second Party : Sh. A.N. Patel, Advocate 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L-3001 1/ 
53/2001/IR(M) dated 10.07.2001 referred the dispute 
for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Ahmedabad 
(Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the 
Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of 
ONGC Ltd., Ankleshwar Project, Ankleshwar in 
not considering the demand of Shri Aiyub Ismail 
Sc 10 others workmen (as per list enclosed) for 
absorption and regularisation is justified? If not, 
to what relief the concern workman is entitled? “ 

2. Despite Notice to the Both the parties, first party 
submitted the Vakalatnama (Ext.6) but second party 
did not turn up and also not filed the statement of 
claim. 
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3. Thus it appears that the second party is not willing in 
the proceeding further reference. Today, i.e. 
10.12.2015 neither of the parties are present. It is 
also noteworthy that both the parties have not been 
appearing in the reference since long period. It is the 
old reference of 2001, therefore, the Tribunal has no 
option but to dismiss the reference in default of the 
parties. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the parties. 


For the First Party : Sh. K.V. Gadhia, Advocate 

For the Second Party : Sh. S.B. Gogia. Advocate 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Labour. 
New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. L- 
37011/6/200l-IR(Misc ) dated 10.04.2002 referred the 
dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, 
Rajkot (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the 
Schedule: 


P.K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
feevff 27 2016 


37T.3TT. 219.-3W UF7TT 3Tmfm, 1947 (1947 
14) ogt VTRT 1 7 % OTWT 3 W7FR Z£Z 

% wjefa % 3ftr 4 

ftffe aMlFl* A ^4 FR7FR 3TfwuT Tr4 epr 

^TPTTcRL MI 1 197/2004) wf^TcT 

27/01/2016 ^tWf31T*TTI 


SCHEDULE 

Number and date of order of the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi, L-37011/6/2001- 
IR(M). Dated 07/12/2001 
Names of the Parties 

1. The Chairman, Kandla Port Trust. 
Administrative Office No. 50, Gandhidham 
(Kutch), Gandhidham-3 70201 

2. The President, Kandla Port Karmachari Sangh, 
T.C.X.-S Gandhidham-370210 


[3T. Pd -37011/6/200l-3Tlf3TlWT)] 
4 ^) 44 / 43 , srarTTfei 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 

S.O. 219. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the aw'ard (Ref. No. 
1197/2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of M/s. 
Kandla Port Trust and others and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 
27/01/2016. 

(No. L-37011/6/200l-IR(M)] 
N A VEEN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR 
COURT, AHMEDABAD 
Present Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 

Dated 10 th December, 2015 
Reference: (CGITA) No-1 197/2004 
Reference : (ITC) No. 12/2002 

The Chairman. 

Kandla Port Trust, 

Administrative Office. 

Ground Floor, 

Opposite Race Course, 

Rajkot .First Party 

Vs. 

The President, 

Kandla Port Karmachari Sangh. 

T.C.X.-S-94. 

Gandhidham-370210 ...Second Party 


2. This reference dates back to 10.07.2002 and 
registered in the Tribunal on 20.04.2002. Parties 
were served. First party (Kandla Port Trust) filed the 
Vakaltnama (Ext.(9) of solicitor firm K.V. Gadhia 
Associates. Second party also appeared but have not 
filed the statement of claim despite giving them 
dozens of opportunities. 

3. Thus, it appears that second party is not willing to 
proceed with the reference. Thus, this Tribunal has 
no option but to dismiss the reference in default of 
the second party. 

4. The reference is dismissed in the default of the 
second party. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
feed I, 27 ^HckT 2016 

CFT.3TT. 220.—3#ffRRt, 1947 (1947 
14) eft STRT 17 % 3RRFUT T RTFR TTR? 

3TR % TRUrU % FR7* M^oft 
% Tf fqfe af^gfrPrsF fSrarc i) 3K4>u. 3 h)£j)PW. 

o 

StfacRW Pcf m 337PRRT4 % WTZ (3^4 3PS4T 

1330/2004) # M4ilRld t 27/01 /2016 

3TtSTHf3TTmi 

[¥. W-30012/122/2000- 3TTf3m(P?T) ] 

<N 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 
S.O. 220.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
1330/2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court. Ahmedabad now as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of M/s. 
O.N.G.C. Ltd. and other and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 27/01/2016. 

|No. L-30011/122/2000-1 R(M)| 
NAVELN KAPOOR, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR 
COURT, AHMEDABAD 

Present: PRAMOD KUMAR CHATURVEDI, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT cum Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 

Dated 23rd December, 2015 
Reference: (CGITA) No. 1330/2004 
Reference: (CGITA) No. 49/2000 

1. The Group General Manager (P) 

ONGC Ltd. P.O. Bhatpore, 

Surat {Gujarat)-394518 

2. The Surat Electricity Co. Ltd., 

Contract Division, 

403. 404, Ruchita, Athugar Street, 


Nanpura, Surat (Gujarat) 

..First Party 

f .s. 

Their Workman, 

Sh. Bhartbhai Shantilal Patel. 

At. Bhatpore, Taluka Choriyasi, 

Dist: Surat (GUJARAT) 394510 

..Second Party 

For the First Party : 


For the Second Party : 


AWARD 



The Government of India/Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. 
L-30012/122/2000-1 R(M) dated 22.08.2000 referred the 
dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, Surat 
(Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified in the 
Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the contract between the management 
of ONGC Ltd., Hazira Project, Surat & the 
Contractor, The Surat Electricity Co. Ltd. 
Contract Div., Surat in respect of the contractual 
workman Sh. Bharatbhai Shantilal Patel is sham 
& bogus contract?"' 

"Whether the demand of the workman Sh. 
Bharatbhai Shantilal Patel for treating/declaring 
him as direct and rcgular/pcrmanent employee 
of ONGC Ltd., Hazira Project from either the 
date of his initial engagement with the contractor 
or from the date of Notification issued by Govt, 
of India. prohibiting his alleged 
employment/work through the contract system is 
legal, proper and justified? If so, to what relief 
Sh. Bharatbhai Shantilal Patel is entitled to and 
from which date and what other directions are 
necessary in the matter?" 

2. This reference dates back to 22.08.2000. Second 
party tiled their statement of claim and first party 
also filed written statement but neither of the 
parties has been responding since 06.01.2012. 
The case was fixed for evidence of the second 
party but despite giving dozen of opportunities, 
but neither of the parties came forward to lead 


their evidence. Thus it appears that both the 
parties have no inclination or willingness to 
proceed with the reference. Thus, the Tribunal 
has no option but to dismiss the reference in 
default of the both the parties. 

The reference is dismissed in default of the both the 
parties. 

P. K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
27^TOffT. 2016 

^iT.3TT. 221 .—sMiRi^ ra* 1947 (1947 

3RT 1 4) 3ft 17 % 3RWT if RTO5TT 

Sffc =b4=til<] % did 

cv 

-o 

THET m -ilRlkW, ^ W wn 

68/2005) TT+.lftld RRTft I ^ft TOR 27/01/2016 
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|H. R5T-30011/19/2005- 3#3TTT(TJR)] 

C\ 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 
S.O. 221. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
68/2005) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court, Ahmedabad now as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of M/s. BPCL 
and others and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 27-01-2016. 

[No. L-3001 1/19/2005-1 R(M)| 
NAVEEN KAPOOR. Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, AHMEDABAD 

Present : Pramod Kumar Chaturvedi, 

Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Ahmedabad, 

Dated 15 th December, 2015 
Reference: (CGITA) No-68 /2005 

1. The Regional LPG Manager (W), 

M/s. BPCL, Bharat Bhavan 4& 6, Currybhoy Road, 
Ballard Estate, P. B. No. 688. 

Mumbai 

2. The DGM HRS(west), 

M/s. BPCL, Bharat Bhavan 4& 6, Currybhoy Road, 
Ballard Estate, P.B. No. 688, 

Mumbai 

3. The Terminal Manager, LPG, 

M/s. BPCL, Hariyala, 

Dist: Kheda, Gujarat 

Kheda- 387411 - ...First Party 

Lv. 

Their Workman, 

Shri V.B. Vala, 

Through Bharat Petroleum Karmachari Union, 

Gen. Secretary C/o. Anil Surve, Irani Chawl 24/4, 
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Room No. 76. Dattatrey Ead Marg, Kali Choki, 

Mumbai ....Second Party 

For the First Party : Sh. Y. K. Pathak, Advocate 
For the Second Party : 

AWARD 

The Government of India/Ministry of Fabour. 
New Delhi by reference adjudication Order No. 

1. -3001 1 19/2005-1 R(M) dated 02.09.2005 referred the 
dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribunal, 
Ahmedabad (Gujarat) in respect of the matter specified 
in the Schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of BPCL 
by reducing basic pay by two stages from the 
salary of Sh. V.B, Vala. Process Operator, BPCL, 
Hariyala is legal and justified? If not what relief 
the workman is entitled to 9 And to what extent?’* 

2. This reference dates back to 02.09.2005 but despite 
service on the party workman (second party), he did 
not prefer to submit the statement of claim till date. 
Thus it appears that workman(second Party) is not 
willing to proceed with the reference. Thus, the 
Tribunal has no option but to dismiss the reference 
in default of the workman (second party). 

The reference is dismissed in default of the second 
party 

P.K. CHATURVEDI, Presiding Officer 
•Tsf 27 ^Rcfft. 2016 

3>L3n. 222 .—3ftej)Pici7 ftem? arfftfftiFr, 1947 

(1947 cf>T 14) eft £TRT 17 ft 3, ftftftf 

ftft^wft uftrftjf ft ft«i^ Pi4 )vj) eft' ftft ^ift 
dftcM'ft ft ftt), 3ft'€flPlc6 f^clR ft 

ftftftr mw 3fr-alRich- 

OTflT'Fitef ft cfeJTC ft^ft ftlfsJTT 10/2008 eft IJWftfTT 

t, eft ’'fRefjR eft 27-01--2016 eft 

gan srri 

[ft. W 220l2/3/2008-3rft. 3TR. (ftftiT-2)] 

Pft, ar^TFr sftftfftr) 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 

S.O. 222. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 10/2008 
of the Cent. Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Fabour 
Court. ASANSOF as shown in the Annexure, in the 
industrial dispute between the management of M/s. 
Eastern Coalfields Limited, and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 27-01-2016. 

[No. F-22012/3/2008-1 R(CM-11)1 

RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUIM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL 

Present: Sri Pramod Kumar Mishra, Presiding Officer 


REFERENCE NO. 10 OF 2008 
PARTIES: The management of MIC Jhanjra, ECF. 

Vs. 

Sri Subir Mukherjee 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

For the management: Shri P. K. Das. Ed. Advocate 
For the union (Work-woman) : None 
INDUSTRY: COAL STATE : WEST BENGAL 
Dated: 04.01.2016 

AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), Govt, of 
India through the Ministry of Fabour vide its letter No. 
L-22012/3/2008-1 R(CM-11) dated 11.03.2008 has been 
pleased to refer the following dispute for adjudication 
by this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of MIC 
Jhanjra of M/s. FCL in dismissing Subir 
Mukherjee w.e.f. 01.03.2007 is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief is the workman 
entitled? ” 

Having received the Order No. L-22012/3/2008- 
IR(CM-II) dated 11.03.2008 of the above said reference 
from the Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi 
for adjudication of the dispute, a reference case No. 10 
of 2008 was registered on 17.03.2008 and accordingly 
an order to that effect was passed to issue notices 
through the registered post to the parties concerned 
directing them to appear in the court on the date fixed 
and to file their written statements along with the 
relevant documents and a list of witnesses in support of 
their claims. In pursuance oi the said order notices by 
the registered post were sent to the parties concerned. 
Case called out. Both parties are absent. 

On perusal of the case record I find that neither 
the workman / union has appeared before the tribunal 
even for a single day though 32 dates were granted. 
Registered notices issued to the parties on 10.04.2008, 
22.05.2012 and 08.08.2014 but to no effect. It seems to 
me that the workman is not at all interested to proceed 
with the case further. This is a case of the year 2008 
and about 7 years are going to be passed. There is no 
reason to keep this old reference pending. As such the 
case is closed and accordingly a 4 No Dispute Award’ 
is hereby passed. 

ORDER 

Let an “Award” be and same is passed as no dispute 
existing. Send the copies of the order to the Govt, of 
India, Ministry of Fabour, New Delhi, for 
information and needful. The reference is 
accordingly disposed of. 

PRAMOD KUMAR MISHRA. Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 27 th January, 2016 

S.O. 223. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref 881/2005 
of the Cent.Govt.Indus.Tribunal-cum-Labour Court No. 
2, Chandigarh as shown in the Annexure. in the 
industrial dispute between the management of 
Directorate of Wheat Research , and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 27-01-2016 

[No. I,-4201 21 189/2001 -IR(CM-II)] 
RAJENDFR SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT-II, CHANDIGARH. 

Present : Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer. 

Case No. I. D. No. 881/2005 

Registered on 6.9.2002 

Sh. Dcvinder Deswal, H. No. 199/1, Opp. I.T.I. 
Workshop Gate, Karnal 

... .Petitioner 

Versus 

The Director, Directorate of Wheat Research, Karnal 

....Respondent 

APPEARANCES 

l or the workman : Sh. Naveen Daryal, Adv. 
f or the Management : Sh. S.K. Gupta, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on : 26.11.2015 

Central Government vide Notification No. L- 
42012/189/2001 IR(CM-II) dated 2.8.2002, by 
exercising its powers under Section 10 Sub-Section (I) 
Clause (d) and Sub-Section (2-A) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘Act’) has 
referred the following Industrial dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal 

"Whether the action of the management of 
Director, Wheat Research in terminating the 
services of Sh. Devinder Deswal w.e.f. 
19.1 1.1999 is legal and justified? If not, to what 
relief the workman is entitled to?” 

In response to the notice, the workman appealed 
and submitted statement of claim pleading that he was 


employed as Computer Operator under the respondent- 
management w.e.f. 11.11.1998. It is pleaded that his 
services were terminated on 20.11.1999. He has given 
the details of service as f'ollow':- 


Sr. 

No. 

Period 

No. of 
Days 

DWR Office 
Order No. 

Month of salary 
paid by DWR(T 

1 . 

11.11.1998 to 
10.02.1999 

90 

95-9623-26 

Rs. 1760/- P.M. 

2 

15.02.1999 to 
15.05.1999 

89 

9.8/16882-85 

Rs. 1760/- P.M. 

3. 

20.05.1999 to 
18.08.1999 

90 

2536-66 

Rs.2060/- P.M. 

4. 

30.10.1999 to 

19.11.1999 

21 

99-11141-99 

Rs.2060 - P.M. 


Total Days 

290 




That his case is covered under the Industrial 
Disputes Act and his services be restored from the date 
of termination along with all benefits. 

Respondent-management filed written reply 
admitting the period of engagement and pleaded that 
the workman was engaged on various research project 
on contract basis. Due to cession of the project, his 
services were dispensed with. That he did not complete 
240 days in a calendar year. Further objection that the 
respondent-management is not an 'Industry” was also 
taken. 

Parties were given opportunities to lead the 
evidence. 

In support of his case, the workman Devinder 
Deswal appeared in the witness-box and filed his 
affidavit supporting his case as set out in the claim 
statement. 

On the other hand, respondent-management has 
examined Sh. Ashok Mallick, who filed his affidavit 
reiterating the stand taken by the respondent- 
management as set out in the written statement. 

I have heard Sh. Naveen Daryal for the workman 
and Sh. S.K. Gupta for the management and perused 
the written submissions. 

It was argued by the learned counsel for the 
workman that the workman has completed more that 
240 days of service in a calendar year and his services 
were terminated without paying him any retrenchment 
compensation and therefore, his termination is illegal 
and void and he be reinstated in service. 

On the other hand, it was argued by the learned 
counsel for the management that respondent- 
management is not an 'Industry 1 and the workman was 
employed only on contract basis and on the completion 
of the contract, his services came to an end 
automatically and no retrenchment compensation was 
to be paid to him. 

I have considered the respective contentions. 

It may be added that the workman himself 
pleaded in Para 2 of the claim statement the "office 
orders” vide which he was appointed and also placed on 
record a photocopies which he admitted to be correct 



634 


THH GAZETTE OF INDIA : FEBRUARY 6, 2016/MAGHA 17, 1937 


[PART II —Sf.c\ 3(ii)l 


while appearing in the witness-box. The copy of the 
order No.95/9623-26 dated 20.10.1998 shows that 
'Project Director’ has given approval for the 
engagement of one Computer Operator on temporary 
basis for a period of three months. 

Again vide order No.98/16882-85 dated 

10.2.1999 approval was given for Computer Typist on 
contract basis for a period of three months. 

Vide order No.98/2563-66 dated 24.5.1999, 
approval was given for a period of 100 days. Thus, 
these order show that employment was given on 
contract basis for a fixed period and on the expiry of the 
period, the services were to end automatically. The 
workman has not placed on record order No.99/1141/99 
vide which he was engaged lastly for the period 

30.10.1999 to 19.1 1.1999. 

Since he was earlier engaged on contract basis for 
fixed period and therefore, it is to be taken that he was 
also engaged for the fourth time for a fixed period. 
Otherwise also, the workman has not pleaded how he 
was engaged for the fourth time. 

Thus, the workman was engaged on contract 
basis for a fixed tenure. 'Retrenchment’ is defined 
under Section 2(oo) of the Act and it read as follow:- 

4 retrenchment means the termination by the 
employer of the service of a workman for any 
reason whatsoever , otherwise that as a 
punishment inflicted by way of disciplinary 
action but does not include- 

(a) Voluntary retirement of the workman; or 

(b) Retirement of the workman on reaching the age 
of superannuation if the contract of employment 
between the employer and the workman 
concerned contains a stipulation in that behalf; 
or 

[(bh) termination of the service of the workman as 
a result of the non-renewal of the contract of 
employment between the employer and the 
workman concerned on its expiry or of such 
contract being terminated under a stipulation in 
that behalf contained therein; orj 

(c) Termination of the service of a workman on the 
ground of continued ill-health;f 

Thus, when the termination of the service of the 
workman is as a result of non-renewal of the contract, 
the same do not fall within the definition of 
‘retrenchment'. Since the workman was employed on 
contract basis and for a fixed period and therefore, the 
termination of the services of the workman do not 
amount to 'retrenchment’ and he is not entitled to claim 
any retrenchment compensation, as argued. 

So far as the contentions of the learned counsel 
for the management is concerned that respondent- 
management is not an 'Industry', the same is of no avail 
to the respondent-management. Workman has 
specifically pleaded that respondent-management 
produce and provide Seeds of Wheat for cultivation as 
well as for sale. This averment is reiterated bv the 
workman while appearing in the witness-box. It is not 


rebutted during his cross-examinations and therefore, it 
is to be taken that respondent-management produce 
Wheat for the sale and is engaged in commercial 
activity and when it is so, the respondent-management 
fall within the definition of an 'Industry’. 

In view of the above discussions, it cannot be 
held that the services of the workman were terminated 
and on the expiry of the period of contract, his service 
automatically came to an end. 

In result, it is held that the workman is not 
entitled to any relief and the reference is answered 
accordingly. 

A copy of the award be sent to the Central 
Government for further necessary action. 

KEWAL KRISIIAN, Presiding Officer 

Reeff, 27 vjRctft, 2016 

37T.3TT 224.—fctcJR 1947 

(1947 HR 14) cf?T 17 eft 

^RHJJR 7f> WRra $ PraVj)<+>1 sfr? 

cbJfcbK'f sffa, SF-psr 3 PlRfcci facTTC 

2, ^ TR5IT 1382/2008 

Ucplftlcl Wft t, vrfT cfNfa TRHF^R ^ 27/01/2016 
5TRT §3FT 2JT I 

['FF. W-42012/I82/2005-3TT3. 3TR. (#T^F-2)J 
f%, SRpTFR 3#^ 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 
S.O. 224 —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 
1382/2008 of the Cent.Govt. Indus.Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No 2, Chandigarh as shown in the 
Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the 
management of Directorate of Wheat Research . and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 
27-01-2016 

[No. L-42012/182/2005 - IR(CM-II)] 
RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT-II, CHANDIGARH. 

Present: Sri Kewal Krishan, Presiding Officer. 

Case No. LI). No.1382/2008 
Registered on 9.5.2008 

Sh. Darshan Singh, S/o Sh. Bhagwan Singh, C/o Trade 
Union Council, Patiala, Punjab. ...Petitioner 

Versus 

1. The Incharge Central Institute of Research on 
Buffaloes Nabha. 

2. The Central Research Institute for Buffaloes Hisar. 

Respondents 
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APPEARANCES 

For the workman Sh. Sarbjit. Adv. 

For the Management Sh. S.K. Gupta, Adv. 

AWARD 

Passed on:- 18.11.2015 

Central Government vide Notification No. 
L-42012/182/2005 IR(CM-II) Dated 28.04.2008, by 
exercising its powers under Section 10 Sub Section (1) 
Clause (d) and Sub Section (2-A) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act 1947 (hereinafter referred to as ‘Act’) has 
referred the following Industrial dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal:- 

‘'Whether the action of the management of 
Central Research Institute for Buffaloes, Nabha 
in terminating the services of Sh. Darshan Singh 
w.e.f. 12.8.1997, is legal and justified? To what 
relief the workman concerned is entitled to?" 

In response to the notice, the workman submitted 
statement of claim to which written reply was filed by 
’ the respondent-management. 

The facts, emerging for the disposal of this 
reference, are that workman was engaged as a casual 
labourer on 1.1.1988 and was granted temporary status 
w.e.f. 1.9.1993 vide order dated 1.2.1995(Annexure R- 
1). According to the workman his services were 
terminated on 12.8.1997 whereas according to the 
management the workman did not perform his duty 
regularly and 13 warning letters were issued to him up 
to November, 1996 and he ultimately abandoned the 
duty w.e.f. 11.8.1997. He approached the Director, 
ORB. Hisar, vide representation dated 26.1 1.1997 with 
false allegations and respondent No.2 ordered vide 
order dated 27.1 1.1995(Annexure R-5) asking the 
workman to join the duty on 30.11.1997. But the 
workman did not turn up and as such the respondent- 
management did not terminate his services. It is further 
pleaded by the respondent-management that 
respondent-management only conduct research and 
training in the field of Agriculture and is not an 
‘Industry? 

Parties were given opportunity to lead its 
evidence. 

In support of his case, Darshan Singh, workman 
appeared in the witness-box and also examined Krishan 
Singh. 

Darshan Singh filed his affidavit reiterating the 
stand taken by him in the statement of claim. 

Krishan Singh has deposed that Darshan Singh 
was working with him and his services were 
terminated. 

Dr. S.M. Deb filed his affidavit reiterating the 
stand taken by the respondent-management in the 
written statement. 

I have heard Sh. Sarbjit for the workman and Sh. 
S.K. Gupta for the management. 


The undisputed facts are that workman Darshan 
Singh was engaged as a Casual Labourer on 21.1.1998 
and was granted temporary status vide order dated 
1.2.1995(Annexure R-l ). A perusal of the order shows 
that he was granted temporary status and regularization, 
under the Scheme called ‘Casual Labourers’(Grant of 
Temporary Status and Regularization) Scheme of the 
Government of India, 1993. 

Thus, the workman was having a temporary 
status under the said scheme which has provided certain 
safeguards to the casual labourers including their wages 
etc. and regulation number 8. and 9 provide the 
procedure for terminating services of a workman. 
Regulation No.8 and 9 reads as follow:- 

"8. Despite conferment of temporary 

status, the services of a casual labourer may be 
dispensed with in accordance with the relevant 
provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 on 
the ground of non-availability of work. A casual 
labourer with temporary status can quit service by 
giving one month's notice. 

9. If a labourer with temporary status commits 
misconduct and the same is proved in an enquiry 
after giving him reasonable opportunity, his 
services will be dispensed with. They will not be 
entitled to the benefit of encashment of leave on 
termination of services." 

Thus, the services of the casual labourer on 
whom temporary status have been given can be 
terminated as per provisions of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947, and in case of misconduct, after conducting 
an enquiry and giving him reasonable opportunity to 
defend himself. 

The case of the respondent-management is that he 
abandoned the service and he did not report for duty 
after 11.8.1997 and even after an order dated 
27.1 L1997(Annexure R-5) was passed. Thus, 
according to the respondent-management, the workman 
remained absent from duty and when it was so, it was a 
'misconduct’ on his part and the respondent- 
management was required to pass the termination order 
as per regulation No.9 of the above said scheme. But no 
such order has been passed by the respondent- 
management. Therefore, it cannot be said that the 
services of the workman was terminated by the 
respondent-management w.e.f. 12.8.1997. 

The workman was not allowed to join the duty, as 
per averments in the 1998. but he served a demand 
notice only in the year 2005 and the present reference 
was received only in the year 2008. In the 
circumstances, he is not entitled to any benefit of 
service. However the respondent-management is to pass 
the order as per regulation No.9 of the Scheme whether 
he was to be kept in service or his services were to be 
terminated. 

A lengthy arguments was advanced that 
respondent-management is not an industry? But in a 
case bearing ID NO. 153/93 title Nandu Ram Vs. 



636 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : FEBRUARY 6, 2016/MAGHA 17, 1937 


[Part II—Sf:c. 3(ii)| 


Director. Central Institute for Research on Buffaloes, 
Nabha, the Tribunal categorically held in the award 
dated 8.7.2008 that the respondent-management is an 
'Industry’ and this finding of the Tribunal is not under 
challenge. This finding of the Tribunal has attained 
finality and is binding on the respondent-management 
who was party in the said reference. In view of this 
finding recorded by the tribunal, it is to be held that 
respondent-management is an 'Industry’. 

In result, in view of the above discussions, the 
reference is disposed of with a direction to the 
respondent-management to pass appropriate order as 
required under Regulation No.9, as discussed above, 
within one year of the publication of the award failing 
which the workman would be entitled to wages from 
the date of award subject to his eligibility regarding age 
etc. 

KTWAF KRISHAN, Presiding Officer 

# f4c#f, 27 UlMc#. 2016 

HU3TT 225.-3fterrf#T> fcTUTU 3T#faTH. 1947 

(1947 m 14) at UTRT 17 a 3RjRRU| a#U 

rtrumr wrftznf a mumum a rtuu fartur#)' 3 # 
u - # <5t#i4 a au, snjuer 4 f4#u 3ft#fau #nu 
4 3T#tfau sm ^ttutcTU mtu^r a mutu 

4U>f 4R3TT 36/1996 u4 HUM#? UR# t, # a#U 
RRUUR <37t 27-01-2016 # HTUT T73TT UT I 

[RT. T?eT— 22012/514/1995-3TI#. 3TR. (^VT-2)] 
RTU/U f4?, UTgHFT 31#)# 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 
S.O. 225. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 

Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref.36/7996 
of the Industrial Tribunal-cum-Fabour Court, Jaipur as 
shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of FCI. and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 27/01/2016 

[NO - L-22012/5 14/1995- IR(CM-II)] 

RAJENDFR SINGH, Section Officer 

RiRi1§re>v«r. mrujr 

#71 -10 36/1996 

UTRcT RTRUUR, STM HUTeTU, f4c# UU 3 Tt 4?T 
fURUR TJeT—22012/514/95—I.R.(C-II) # ##it 
#9# 27.11 1995 

ulM# MU # URHeT fa?. UTH UTU7 MT#? #? 

UTcTl, 

MR<7 MI-flMka vjTTcPT. cT?r¥# RTTgeRT?R, 
fyldl 4T'HI|.TUR. RKrRSTH i .. UTsJi 

HUIH 

fvSTcTT UUUUT URcfTU RIIRI #0*1, 181, T3fT ##, 

# MURMUR, RIURST1UI 

-sraTsfrpr 


UMftsRI 

iflcJRfh sft #<;iR RTTeT 7JUTT, 

3TTR.MU.uf.MRT. 

MTsff cfft 34 r Tf : # fc#U f4? % 

3TOT2ff #f 3|R 4 : # Rj4u f4?. 

f4UTU> : 13.08.2015 

srRiPWu 

01. HTRU RTRUR cf) m UUTclU cf?|- 3TT5TT ^U# 
McT - 22012 / 514/ 95 3ir£3TR.(Rft-2) U^ #c# 
a f#u 3?^af uu fcpcjiu sr### ?rt 3rf4uRM 

#T 14 M# 07.04.1994 #1 ?RR 3TIURT UU Wiki |>3TT 4 # 
— Whether the action of the Distt. Manager. PCI 
sriganganagar is justified in terminationg the services of 
sh. Jagdev singh w.e.f. 01.01.1995? If not. what relief 
the workman concerned is entitled to? 

02. MURU Uuf #U1 UUT 3# MTaff ## MTU# 
fa? #1 3# a #H# 04.10.1996 #t 7/?/? 3# 

Me# ?RT 3TTRTU UU URRJcF #UI 1# UR#t R# gl4d 
a #RuU UR# UTRT 44# MU 3TRgUU, MTU^R a RTUST 
MTU MR^M #UT. UT?i MUMT# at ??## a UUFT 
atf 'HHsfldl U^f a 7TMM, RjRI MR 3RTM7ef MTUf a 

MUUM TTUTefT aatu RRcfTR ^ TR^U faUT, 3ftR 
a^fM RRRR URT ?7T arf^TURR a RTHST 3fft)RufM 
^ HIHcHI TR7JU fa?U t I 

03 . mat at fanra oi.i 2 .i 99 o at aa 
Mama a mu mr tfau <aru aa a ^m a fagfar 

at MTTUR ^R?a farru? 31 . 12.1994 UU 7 3 TMTsff a UR 
eHlldR aUFTMR %lc1 RSTcT MR fa? fa^f cTfUUR a 
U>l 4 faUT, 3 ffR MTU cj? f 4 T irU> 01 . 01.1995 U 5 f 3 ( 94 ) 
aUT MR UMfeTcT f 3 TT tft vRf fsTUT fatff UMRU UUT 3 Tt 
aftRT 3 fTR UffeRT 4 1 JMRIR a h1RsI4> 3 TT 4 ?T ^ ^UT 

a gud Ur faur, vffT 3 t 4 ri wcfai at aa a sttur 

3 ra?i t, sftR ua fana 01 . 12.1990 at a fa w> 3 ?^ 
a # uRrar Pigfai at ak suau a a 

?UTUT UUT 11 TJR# UTJ#TeT a ufRFT 3TMTsfWu UTRT 

muft mu a una fam I 

04. MT?5f a ?RT 3TUf§I 4 3TMTsff f##U5 URT 
MfUTM, UMUfeRT, # MR ?R|€t ePTc# MT# ajt I U? 

uMua a faruuR, 1991 uur ar 3 #a a mt? a 

UR# URRTTSTR URUTM, ^fau UM faff ^ URff a 
URcTTSTR 3TMT®ff URT R5TT#RTM, R#T, ^JR#T, MTUMUTRT 
a MTU a URUTM, MTU# UU4 MTaff ## UTRT #UT, 

3 ftR guTTH a a?# at a #ru mut i mt^, 1991 a 

Rge#, 1991 dU> # MR U>l4 U5T 3TTUUM #MI MMl, 
U?f a URTa PlR-dR cTURTR UTRf #7? I # 1992, 
1993 U 1994 a a U<KI4> STRT Ua ^#5 #M MR 
RRMT, 3# UR# M# #UT i u4 1993 ^ MFMUT a 
RRTTMTMRU MR RTRRTTU a R# U 3RS# U>#nfM UU 
^M M#T a |3TT| ?RT (R? a MT# 4 U#U UR u4 
#RMR 3TMTa a U?f U# #UT, ##? STMT# MUUM 

utrt ua fa? #at a#T 3 # fan #a afar 4 
mmuh a a#ur 3 t#?t a auT a #ut, mtt 

MU^#r at R^xWMIUia ## U 3U#UR #R M#SRT 4' 



[Will 3(ii).| 


'TOT Ty wra : TTcR 6, 2016ATO 17, 1937 


637 


SMI t. 75ft RRftfftg? fftcJTC 3Tfftfftyy, 1947 rR yTT 
25(F) rpT vJckHWH t1 STOTsff yyyy gy c|Rtddl Tjft 

R) yt) thT^. 3fR HT2ff srffty ft y^ rpfftsg RftrR ft 
^TfSTPT R f^ratf^TTT gift §g gift) rR 7RT ggy ffty, 
vft Rfftffty fftyq Sjfftfftyy gft yTT 25(G) 7PT 
vJ'ecTEPl t I gift) eft TfyfjfftcT ft yy gyyy gy 
3lRy yftfy g fifth eft fftylfftcl ffty RR graft ft 
crR<« ttft gg R) v.37i tRti ft yt! 77m, 7ft Rfftiffty 

fftqry yfftftryr 7ft yTT 25(h) 7m yeGfty tl 3fR 
3TnI ft ya)y 7ft f 1% graft 7ft gyyy yTT fftfty 
01.01.1995 7ft RfRyy 3Tft?l ft ftefT fJTFcT ffty t, Tjft 
RffteT fftyr GT7P7 gy: fteTT ft fftftfftcT ffty 
Gift I yTTrft ftcnft fftryTT 7RR TTlft gg gigg 
giRyffty mr>T yy ciR^cir gft ftry ft 18 wfrigid 

ell ffty SIM ft 71TS1 ftyy ffteTRJT Gift | 

05. OTTaft gyyy gITT Ttcftfe 3Tfft rRfy efTT 
fftfty 11.07.1997 eft vrldR gTTJd TR7 TfTSR ffti|| t 
fft graft gTTT yTTefty RFR ft t^teftT 

RTMleRl-i ftftiH gTTT OTT--OTT g7 cmR hi) ft<17 

ft 3Hlftd fftyfy 01.12.1990 ft 31.12.1990 cM ftffty 

srffty ft -*>g ft yrg gy yffty R gy) fftyr, 

vjfl yTftPT fftyy 01.12.1990 'ft 31.12.1994 cM ftRRR 
yrf yryT yGeT 3fft fftayr tl WTaft Tfft gy yfRy 
yft) yiTft ft 3TTETR 7R ft fftlM 24.07.1992 Tfft gyRT 

gy gtR fftyr i aprr fttR ^4 giaft emiciK rmft tptctt 
d'l $tt arTerf^T ft gym gy ary?y ftfti gift gm 
ygRarfer t^ttst yft) ftyiT fftg yg tl Rfty 7ft 

ftftefR ft Tjftm 19.07.1991 7ft Rffty ftyy gr 77m arri 
yiaft ft 3iy7 yift, 1991 ft ojefft, 1991 cm ygft fftyr 
ft ci 1 ft TMft gT7i 3Fy rtcifm ftfti giftf g-RT yft 
1992, 1993. 1994 cM cmft yft fftM tl TTM ft 

3fgr?fl ft 4Piy yoT^ft g7 gft 1994 ft Hig ft fftr 

WM fftgT 11 ftg cTTF ft graft ft gg? yft ft dhidK 

240 fftr grp gyft yft fftyr 11 ftftgR ft yiayy ft 

fftilft 01.12.1990 7> 31.12.1990, 19.07.1991, 09.03.1994 
gft 01.12.1994 Tfft ft ftffty ftyy gy gyft fftyr t, 3ft7 
3Fd ft yftcftfc 31TO yfty TSlfftn 7fRft gft gTftyi 

ft) 11 

06. gift ST7i myra tig gtm gT^rr gR Tpyy 
fftyr t fft yyft) gam fft^ffti fftyfTp 01.12.1990 ft 
fty7 3i.i2.i994 cm gpmyy 3rgraff TRarm ft gyft 
fftyr t, 3fty yyrft gT7i ftftgiy ft y^yy ft gyy yft 
fftyr, gfftp Ggift Tft«ny ft gy*y7p gyy t) fftgfftr 
ft), 3fR ftgy fftyr 11 afR yyrft ^ttt ygaf ftft 
yftyrft ft tm ft mrft fftyr 11 

07. TTfefty ftfgr gfty ft gryfty ft gift ft yyy 
cm §igy gg fto fo i ft Gg ft crag fto ^o 2 yyrft 
RR ft) ftlfeicf) may ferfftgrg Tfrygrft 11 agyaft gmyy 
ft) ft 7 ft ftrfftTy may ft fto ^50 1 fto yrro yyR 
\'ci fto fo 2 ft7y7iy cjftggTG Tfft yft fifty gRyryr 11 

os. ftftrp ft tcHfT=T gfcrRrfft gg yft t fft Gfftg 
efft ygrft gry Rnift 01.12.1990 Tfft yffegr 3 yfty 
7) ygft ftft giftyR) ft gy g 7 tfftp ftyy gy fftggy 
fftyi, ftft yyft ygift TR-yTy ft fftyift 31.12.1994 


ym yyiyry Tmft fftyr, ajR fftyfm 01 . 01.1995 tR yft 
fftrr fft 7 )) ftrffty ft ftfftep anfty ft Tftrr ft gyr 
fftyr, ft (ft m yft ftyr 74 F'erg gft ft t{4 ftt crf 7 ) 
y Ifty ft ryp yft ft enricTR 240 yr yyft 3rfftep ffty 
cm4 fftyr t, rftffty ftyr ft gyrg «im ft 'jrf yft y yr 
Tfftt fttfftTT fftyr, y t) yftft) fjGiymi fftyr, 3fR y t) 
ggr ftf cm yrfftrr ftyy fftyr 1 1 ftt y7? ft ft) 01 ) fft ep 
IftyTy rgfftfftyy tR ym 25 <f> gg yedfty fftgg 1 1 
3ry: yft yyrft fty fjfftr snfty tR 3rfty yrffty tr 
rftrr tR fftyyTcTT yyig ygft MiRyiffty erm 
ffteng ygft tR grafyr ft) 1 1 

09 , Tgyfft gwR gy>yy ft Rgry gfftfftfft tpt 
yft t fft yfftrp ft typ yft ft 240 fftr ft 3 tRttp gyft 
yR fftyT tl ygrft gr 7 i »w 01.12.1990 ft 31.12.1994 
y 7577 ft yry grp—grp ffty t) eprft fftyr t, ft) yft 
ftftym ittt 77 m yyr arr, RR yaft gyyy ft yey 
grfftrp ftft fftftiGcp grr rifty yt) ay, y t) yg yfftrp 
tR gRyrgr ft arryr 11 gift) tR R 3 rgft) 7y«y ft yg 
TTTffty TpTyr ay fft 137-rft 240 ffty ft yfftp <yrft fftyy 
t, ftrft gfR Tyay gTaft gTy yfftyryg ft Tmar gTcjcr 
ytt tR fl ory: Tftyfty Rfgr gRy TmRor Tpftr gy 
fftftyy fftyr 1 1 

10 . gTft) ft argft 7ftyfte affy Tffty gft Trrffty 
TpTft ft fftg Tyy 7m §igy qg grgy fftm t, fftTrft 
ygrft fftyfrp 01 .12,1990 ft 3112.1994 yrp ygTef) ft 
ygi ygft ftft) cpftyR) ft Trg ft eprft grTyr, 31 R yft 
01 . 01.1995 eft ftlRsjcp orrfty ft Tftrr ft 'jayp gRyr 
tpft 1 1 fftr? ft ftt 7ft5ny gft yyy gyrm t fft yrrft 

fftrfep oi.i 2 .i 99 o ft 3 i.i 2 .i 990 cTTp t) Tprft fftyr R, 
ftft ftt amfft tpt gyyry fftyr yy R1 57? TjyTy tR 
ft) J ietd gyRy t fft vHW ftftyR ft mrh epry fftyr 
F)l Tyy t) y? tRtptt ffty t fft yft gfR Rrgfftr 
gy ytt fftyi srgrftf ft) ftR ft gr^y fg yaft Ro 
grro gyR ft yafl gft fftyfrp 01,12.1991 gft ycpRycp 
eprft ft (etc; yfftep ft yg ft t u ^fcfy gft 5 jRg )4 
ggftgyr §ttt t) Tppft gg eTTnyr 31R yrrft yrr tf 

fftyfep 3i.i2.i99o cm TRyry ft rprft cpmi rpy tl 
Tyy t) fftyfrp 19.0701991 ft) ft) 3Tyaf) ft yR 7PTft 
rpry rpyr t, ofR 737 ) rp'ft ffty fft ci fftjfftcr yt) ft) 
yt l ftrg t) yam 3rma)) gft Rr R ^g maft 

ftrsRTy ftycyef ft fftyr 1 1 7-rry t) y? ft) rpary ffty 
t fft yaft ft yyft yR yft 1992 , 1993 y 1994 ft tptR 

yR fftyi yaft gft 3)7 R Trygrp ggyrp yTcfty 
Tira fftyy rm fftyfrp 19 . 07.1992 rR yR) gyyg gg 
gyR R 2 grger ffty, fftRrft stjttr yft) yyfty Rft 

gTTT fftyfrp 01.12.1990 R 31.12.1990 cPP gft 3Tyfft ft 

fftg yfR 3 HepRyg> arffty RRyiy ft wr R rpR 
Tpgy gcTTy ti y? gory gg fftyfrp 24 . 07.1992 gft 
gtR ffty yy t, fftrrrft gfftrp gft fftyrp 01 . 12.1990 
R 3i.i2.i990 yrp ft fftg 3TT7pRyrp Rftrp ft mr ft 
ftftyr? ft yrayy R rprft rpTyr rrmy ti yyr rnTcry 
R t) a#rrp yrTT ?tt gyiy gg ft gtR frpg wft gft 
yyfft ft fftg argTa)) ft yy gyft rpTy. yg ftt gymr 
gg R fftyfrp 24 . 07.1992 cry rprft yrgR rpr gyy gg 
ffty yrciT, ftffty gyy gg R gfRy gft ftym 
01.12.1990 R 31.12.1990 ciy rR 3Tyfft ft fftg ftftyR ft 



638 THK GAZHTTK OF INDIA : FEBRUARY 6. 2016/MAGHA 17, 1937 [PART II—Sl£C. 3(ii)| 


FRFF ff 3FFTfffFFT yfffFT ff FFT ff yyff FRFT WRIT 
t, 3fR iRT FFRT FF ff ffw ff •FfffFT ff gKI vrll^l 
FRff ff FFF Ffff 3TTFffff FeY Fff I ?FTFF 3TTFTF W 
we t % jffffFT gRT ffffgR ff FRFF ff fffTTFT 01. 
12.1990 ff 31.12.1990 FFT Fff 3TFffT ff feR FTTff 
fff FI FFT STT| FT?ff STfffFT ff 3TFff ffidffd 3TTFT F#F 

ff 9 viqferfci yffwi Fff ui) wifi yffffeifff trcjf fff 

§, 'RIF F<W fffF 3IFff TFF ff FTF ff A 3PF flfff ff 
FFlffRlF, FRI. dFFFTT?! ff FIF ff WF gRT TRUISR 
FRFT FT?T 1 fffff-i ffff IcfFTT FF ff ^TT TTO F^f t 
fff Rsfi TFF FTTff FTff Ran FF WF ff fff# 3RF 
•«TfffT ^ #1^ 5WTSR FR FFFTF ^ I 

11. 3IF: fff fcRF FF ff ffraff gRT TR^F 

FFfMcT FfffFTT fff off WIFI yfM TRTJF fff f, FFF?f 
TkFtll FT fc)?ciKI -iff fffFT 611 FFTFT | FTff FFT Raft 
FT Fk'.IFIFT FTT ffffl t, i?vTI W fffFF# Fff fffFTTdT 
vjlf FFTFT fff yiaft gRT SIFT# TIWRT ff Fff typ "off 
ff 240 ffF FT 3#F> FT# fffFT ff | 3TF: Raff Fff TTTSF 

ff FTT FTfffcT Fff Ft FTFT £ % RFF 3TFT# ff Fff 

FFT cjff ff fff?RR 240 fffi ff RfffFT FT# fffFT FT I 
3FT "ffffl ff FFPRT Fff 3Tf? ff TRcJF ffftj FF RnfffR 
^FTTF 2006 S.C.C'. (L&S) 38 Surendranagar District 
Panehavat Vs Dahvabhai Amarsinh ff FTFeT ff FTFffF 
v3“WF -TIFIdF ff FF %gTRT ufclmRcl %FT t f% 
^TpTcb ff RFgff "ffR ^Rhl "ff ^ RWRI cff FFT 240 

fi AFff 3 #r fff^r wff fffRjT i i ff %feFR ^rfffR 

( R sff ftRTFfr ^rfffR cffcRT rRi. Pl^Rkl 3Tlff?T 

F! 3TRI FJTFTF FWI^d FR FlftF %FT RT 

TIWII FI, ff||ff5F 3IFV ^iffcb g"RT ffff FWT^R 

OF pi -r^f FP f cff Ft? FTFl RlffFT fcfj jyfffR 
gRI F r R crff A 240 fqF ff tJifffzb cblff Ffft fffwn Tjzy | 
TP FF fffcgWI yfcIMlRTT f%FT FFT 1% sMte 
fcTFlF 3fffffffFF Fff FRT 25 (F) Ft RR8T°T ^ fcR FF 
TTTfffct fff>RT FTFT1 F#F f?5 ifffff fft FSTRlff cff ^RF 
FfffF5 3fR fffFlWI ff ffFF 3fR fffFT RRaTTF ff 
cblff FRFT RFFI FF FffTF fft ffff ff SWT t, ffk 
v’Rlff gTF SPlffl ffFT gfffl ff FFff ffff FfftF ff 
dFKIR 240 FT FTlff 3TfffFT fffr FFff fffFT ff I 

12. Services Law Reporter 2004 (5) 816 
Municipal Corporation. Faridabad Vs Siri Niwas ff 
FR<ff ff HMfflF vTWcTF "-FTFTefF ff FF fffTgW 
yfrRTfffT fffFT ff fff ffffFT ff TJF5 yff ff ePTRTR 240 
FT vRTff 3Tfffb fffl FFff fffFT t, FF ffff^FR ^rfffFT 
'•R ff t I 

13. AIR 2002 Supreme Court 1 147 Range Forest 
Officer Vs S.T. Hadimani ff FFlff ff FMfflF FPRT 
•FIFIcTF ff fffTT ff ftOffik yfcRTfffT FRff |TJ FF 
fffFffffT fffFT t fff FTTFff T-nfffT FRff ff fcR c^wr 
>'fff<b F.i ?iuaj uy y^< ( | f^yi yy-F iff yFffcT Fff ff I 

14. viR’i fff fff FFF fff FI FFT ff fff <k*F!F 
FIFO ff «lffW fff 3TIV ff RII7WTF ff WTST fffft fffff 
TTT8F TR^F Ffff fff ff, fffRlff FF TWF FfFT Ff fff 
\Rlff gRT TW Fff ff cTFTcTR 240 FT FRlff 3TfffFT 
fffFTT FTTff fffFT Ff I FTFfff yWTF fff 3TR ff FTT 


3TT?TF fff TTTSF TRgcT fff ff fff ^ifffcb gRT skiff FFI 
fffrff 01.12.1990 ff 31.12.1990 cW fff 3TFfff ff fffy 
ffffgR ff WFf ff fffffb ffcTF tR 3H4>Rf<4> ^fffb ff 
■^ry ff <fi 4 fffFT, fffy FTfff ftf hn cgw fffr fff ftt 4 
fffFT I ^fffyr FRT 3TfffWR ff RR8T 3TyTaff TRaTTF ff 
3Tfffff^I fff ffFTff fff ff yTaffn Ffff fff ff I 3TF: fffff 

ftarfcr ff ffff fffi w ff 3i y raff ff fffsrg fffff trf fff 
yfff^cT FFFRRT ff ffiffi fff FIT Wffff | 

15. ffffp fff 3TR ff yTgF fffy W "Flfffcb 
(2015) 4 Supreme Court Cases 544 Mackinnon 

Mackenzie & Company Limited Vs Mackinnon Employees 
Union ^ E \M el ^ f^ulRd Rhdl 1% 
ffffgT fff fffFT FFiw F>W U ! ff wffff fff F^ ff ffff 
Wffff 3TffFI ff, fffRTff ff tjffwr WRT ff, fffffRT 
FcfFN FIFe) ff ffw fff FeeRF fffFT FFT ff fff ffffg) 
SKI 3TyTsff FWTF ff FFT FFT cjff ff eTFTcTR 240 FT 
TJTTff 3TfffFT fffF FTTTf fffFT FI, FF M RTTfffcT Ffff 
|3F ffl FW RTTfffFT CjFW FcfFTF FTFel ff F«F F 
FffffffFfcTFT fffw fffff ff FTR U T ffffFT fff fffff FFF 
Ffff FRff ff I 

16. ^ffffFT Fff 3TfF ff TR^F fff F# RTSF ff FF 
WfffcT Ffff Ff FTFT ff Iff CRlff 3TyTfff FWIF ff FFT 
FFT eff ff eTFTTTR 240 FT CRTff 3?fffFT fffg FFff fffFT 
Ff, 3fR F fff FF FFfffcT Ff FTFT ff Iff FFRR gRT 
TRTFff fffFTFT 01.01.1995 ff ffdiyW fffFT FFT I 3TcT: 
fffff ff-ffcT ff SffffFT ffffff F^F eff FFTFcTT FW FRff 
FF 3TfffFTTff Ffff ffl Affiffw fffffFF ff FRRFFTF 
FFTRF ff ffFT 3rfffffRfF PlffcT fffFT FWT ff :- 

FiffrffpffF 

17. ^ffffFT FTFffF fflF JF fff FRffeT fffF, TTTF 
FTFT RfffF ffff FTRT. fYw FTfffcfTfff RTFF, FFfffeT 
RT^cRTFF, fffcTT- fffffFTFFF, FTFRFTF fff 3Tff ff 
FWF Tffdffd 3TTFT FffF 3RcffFTR fffFT FTTFR TsilRd 
fffFT FWT ff I 3TFT?ff FFFF gRT FTfff Wlffr ffff Fff 
fffTfFT 01.01.1995 ff ffFT ^FF fffFT RTFT fff RTfffcT 
Ffff ffl 3TF: ffffFT fffff cRF Fff FTFcT F[ff FF 
3TfffFFff Ffff ff I 

ffgR did FWT, RTTFTfff?T 

Fff fffeff 27 RFFff, 2016 

<J>I.3TT. 226.-3YTfffffFT fFFTF 3TffffffFF, 1947 

(1947 FF 14) Fff FRT 17 ff 3TJTRR ff, fffffF FRFTR 
fffffVcT ff FFFcTF ff ffkg fffFTFTFff 3ftF FFff 
FTffFTRf ff ffF, 3TgFF ff Pi 14 FT 3TkfffffFT fclFR ff 
fffffF FRFTR 3fffffffFT 3TfffFR u T/ «TF RTTFTcTF 
3TRTFxffd ff FFTF ffff FRsFT 97/2007 Fff FFFfffrcT 
FRcff t. fff fffffF FRFTR Fff 27/01 /2016 Fff FTFT 
|3F FT I 

[ff. FR—22012/294/2007 Alff. 3TR. (fffFF-2)] 
FfufFT fffff, 3T5FTF 3lfffFFfff 
New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 

S.O. 226.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
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97/2007 of the Cent, Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, ASANSOL as shown in the Annexure, in the 
industrial dispute between the management of M/s. 
ECL , and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-01 -2016 

|'No. L-22012/294/2007- IR(CM-U)] 

RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ASANSOL 

Present: Sri Pramod Kumar Mishra, Presiding Officer 
REFERENCE NO. 97 OF 2007 
PARTIES: The management of Ratibati Colliery, ECL. 
Vs. 

Sri Dara Bhuia 

REPRESENTATIVES: 

For the management : Shri P. K. Goswami, Ld. 
Advocate 

For the union (Work-woman): Shri A. N. Suman. Ld. 

Advocate 

INDUSTRY : COAL STATE : WEST BENGAL 
Dated: 01.01.2016 

AWARD 

In exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), Govt, of 
India through the Ministry of Labour vide its letter No. 
L-22012/294/2007-1 R(CM-II) dated 22.11.2007 has 
been pleased to refer the following dispute for 
adjudication by this Tribunal. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
ECL in dismissing Sri Dara Bhuia from service 
w.e.f. 08.07.2004 is legal and justified? If not, to 
what relief is the workman entitled?" 

Having received the Order No. L-22012/ 
294/2007-1 R(C M -11) dated 22.11.2007 of the above 
said reference from the Govt, of India, Ministry of 
Labour. New Delhi for adjudication of the dispute, a 
reference case No. 97 of 2007 was registered on 
06.12.2007 and accordingly an order to that effect was 
passed to issue notices through the registered post to the 
parties concerned directing them to appear in the court 
on the date fixed and to file their written statements 
along with the relevant documents and a list of 
witnesses in support of their claims. In pursuance of the 
said order notices by the registered post were sent to the 
parties concerned. 

Case called out. Both parties are absent. 

On perusal of the case record I find that neither 
the workman nor his authorized advocate is appearing 
before the tribunal after 27.09.2012. Registered letters 
issued to the workman have come back. It appears that 


the workman has either left this address, keeping the 
tribunal in dark or he has expired. Under such 
circumstance the Tribunal has no option left but to 
close the case. As such the case is closed and a ‘No 
Dispute Award’ is hereby passed accordingly. 

ORDER 

Let an “Award” be and same is passed as no dispute 
existing. Send the copies of the order to the Govt, of 
India, Ministry of Labour. New' Delhi, for information 
and needful. The reference is accordingly disposed of. 

PRAMOD KUMAR MISHRA, Presiding Officer 

^ 27 'jRcT'TI, 2016 

g>T.3TT 227.—Sllejlfft* fc^ 1947 

(1947 7f5T 14) STRT 17 <ft ft, cft^ftl W0K 

ft> Mtfcfot Pi aTi\ jichf 3 ft? 

cfjftcPRt eft 3Tgg?J ft 3ft#fft7f5 fcfcJTg ft 

?h?4,k 3ftftrfft _ cp 3ftSrar?ur/ ^ ^ i 

fftc# 7ft WF wf 'TR3IT 97/2011 Tfft ycwfftlrl 
TfTftft t. Tjft ift^ftq efft 27/01/2016 ft) HP71 

^3TT SJTI 

[ftT. W-42012/119/2005 -3TTft. 3TR ll)l 

fftlF, 3T^TFT 3TftR7rft 

New Delhi, the 27th January, 2016 
S.O. 227.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 97/2011 
of the Cent . Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
No. 1, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in the 
industrial dispute between the management of CPWD. 
and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 27-01-2016 

[No. L-42012/119/2005- IR(CM-II)] 

RAJENDER SINGH, Section Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT OF SHRI AVTAR CHAND 
DOGRA, PRESIDING OFFICER, CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL-TRIBUNAL-CUM 
LABOUR COURT NO.l, KARKARDOOMA 
COURT COMPLEX, DELHI 

ID No. 97/2011 

Shri Jitender Kumar, Wircman, 

C/o All India CPWD (MRM) 

Karamchari Sangathan (Reg), 

4823, BaibirNagar Extension, 

Gali No. 13, Shahdara, 

Delhi - 1 10 032 

.Workman 

Versus 

The Executive Engineer, ACD-IV, 

CPWD, Vidyut Bhawan. 

New Delhi 

...Management 

Brief facts giving rise to the reference petition are that 
Ministry of Labour, Government of India, vide letter 
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No. I.-42012/1 19/2005-1 R(CM-II) dated 03.07.2006 
referred the following dispute for adjudication 
under Section 10(2)(a) read with clause 1(d) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(in short the Act): 

"Whether the action of the management of 
CPWD for awarding punishment of reduction of 
pay by four steps i.e. f rom 3350 to Rs. 3050 and 
also the subsequent punishment of compulsory 
retirement with effect from 26.06.2000 in respect 
of the workman, Shri Jitender Kumar is legal and 
justified? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?’’ 

2. It is clear from perusal of the record that the 
claimant, Shri Jitender Kumar was working as a 
wireman under the Executive Engineer at Sena Bhawan 
Enquiry Office and on account of a quarrel with Shri 
Gautam Kundu, Junior Engineer (Electrical) on 
14.09.1998, departmental enquiry was initiated against 
Shri Jitender Kumar alongwith Shri Ram Chander, 
Khalasi. Enquiry proceedings against the claimant 
herein continued and finally concluded against the 
claimant whereas charge sheet served upon Shri Ram 
Chander, Khalasi was dropped. Claimant was also 
placed under suspension 20.05.1998 and later on his 
suspension was revoked by the Disciplinary Authority 
on 27.05.1998. He was also transferred to another 
Division, i.e. Executive Engineer, ACD-IV, CPWD 
from ECB, Sena Bhawan. After completion of the 
enquiry, the Disciplinary Authority awarded major 
penalty of “reduction of pay by four increments, i.e. Rs. 
3305 to Rs. 3050 on 09.05.2000. As stated above, no 
enquiry was conducted against Shri Ram Chander, 
Khalasi, who was served with similar sheet and no 
penalty was also imposed upon him. Shri Ram 
Chander. Khalasi is still working with the management 
and enjoying all benefits. 

3. Thereafter on 10.09.1998, an FIR was 
registered against the claimant herein on the complaint 
of Shri R. K. Gupta, Junior Engineer with the police 
and Shri Jagannath. Wireman was also alleged to be 
involved in the above incident for creating nuisance at 
the workplace and misbehaviour with the Junior 
Engineer. Police registered FIR on 10.09.1998 bearing 
DD No. 25A. It is also clear from the records that the 
claimant herein was acquitted in the above case by the 
Metropolitan Magistrate, Patiala House Courts vide 
order dated 07.04.2003. Management also initiated 
departmental enquiry against the claimant herein in 
respect of the incident and charge sheet was served 
upon him. Claimant herein faced both the departmental 
enquiries, including court case and due to the influence 
of the Junior Engineer, departmental enquiry ultimately 
went against the claimant herein and Disciplinary 
Authority awarded major penalty of “compulsory 
retirement' under Rule 14 of the CCS Rules, 1965. 
Appeal was filed against the above punishment by the 
claimant herein before the Chief Engineer (Electrical) 
Zone 1, against imposition of major penalty on 
10.07.2000. The appeal was rejected and decision of 
the Disciplinary Authority imposing major penalty was 
upheld. 


4. After the acquittal of the claimant herein by 
the court on 07.04.2003, union of the claimant 
represented to the management of CPWD for 
reinstatement of the workman on the basis of the above 
judgement but the representations were also rejected by 
the management of CPWD. Claimant herein was 
compulsorily retired at the age of 42, which was prime 
time for fulfilling social obligations such as education 
of children, their marriages, parental welfare etc. 
Action of the management of CPWD in awarding 
major penalty in both the cases, i.e. reduction of 4 
increments in respect of first charge sheet and 
compulsory retirement in respect of second charge 
sheet has been alleged to be illegal, discriminatory and 
violative of principles of natural justice. 

5. Reply was filed on behalf of the management 
wherein it was admitted that the claimant herein was 
working as wireman and was initially posted in Sena 
Bhawan under the administrative control of Shri 
Gautam Kundu, Junior Engineer. The allegation is that 
the workman misbehaved with Shri Gautam Kundu and 
also manhandled him on 19.05.1998 at 9.40 a.m. and 
matter was also reported to the higher authorities. Eater 
on, CPWD Karamchari Sangathan intervened and it 
was agreed that the claimant will not repeat such action 
in future and as such suspension order of the claimant 
was revoked on 27.05.1998. Enquiry was instituted 
against the claimant wherein charges were proved 
against him, resulting in reduction of pay by four states. 
However, workman did not mend his behaviour and as 
such he was charge sheeted again and independent 
domestic enquiry was conducted on 06.11.1998 
regarding incident in respect of FIR/DD No. 25A dated 
10.09.1990. 

6. In the above enquiry also, charges were 
proved against the claimant herein and he was granted 
time to make representation against the enquiry report. 
After considering material on record, penalty of 
compulsory retirement was imposed upon the claimant 
herein. On merits, it has been held that enquiry is 
perfectly in accordance with the rules and regulations. 

7. Though it is admitted that the Metropolitan 
Magistrate has acquitted the claimant herein, however, 
it is alleged that criminal proceedings and departmental 
proceedings are different altogether and both 
proceedings depend upon different sorts of evidence. 
Since case of the claimant was also taken up by his 
union before the Labour Commissioner and ultimately 
nothing fruitful could be done with the intervention of 
the Union, appropriate Government made reference 
under Section 10(2)(a) in the manner stated above. 

8. My learned predecessor vide order dated 
25.05.201 1 framed the following issues; 

(1) Whether enquiries conducted against the claimant 
were just, fair and proper? 

(2) Whether punishment awarded to the claimant 
commensurate to his misconducts? 

(3) As in terms of reference 
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(4) Relief 

9. Issue No. 1 was treated as preliminary issue 
and management was asked to conclude its evidence 
first in support of the allegations contained in both the 
enquiries. Management in support of its case examined 
Shri Anil Kumar, Executive Engineer as MW1. who 
deposed that in the year 1998, claimant Shri Jitender 
Kumar was posted in Division 4, Electric Works 
Division. Sena Bhawan 14.05.1998. He misbehaved 
with his superiors and also gave beatings to him. As 
such, he was suspended on 20.05.1998 vide order Ex. 
MW 1/1. He was served charge sheet dated 25.08.98, 
copy of which is E. MW 1/2 alongwith documents, 
which are Ex. MWI/3, Ex. MW 1/4 and Ex. MW1/5. 
Claimant has not admitted Article of Charges leveled 
against him and copy of his reply is Ex.MWl/7. It is 
not out of place to mention here that Shri R.D. 
Aggarwal was the Enquiry Officer and his order 
appointment is Ex. MW 1/8. Since he could not 
complete the enquiry in time on account of his transfer, 
as such Shri P. K. Mazumdar was appointed as Enquiry 
Officer in his place. This witness has clarified that he 
was not associated in the domestic enquiry conducted 
by the department, as such, statement of this witness 
regarding misbehaviour and bearing Shn Gautam 
Kundu is not of much help. 

10. Shn P. K. Mazumdar was examined by the 
management as MW2, who was appointed Enquiry 
Officer vide order Ex.MWl/9. He has also served 
notice upon eh claimant to attend the enquiry in respect 
of charges contained on both the charge sheet. Shri 
P.K. Sharma and Shri V. K. Punhani were examined as 
witness on 02.11.1999 by the department to process the 
charges against the claimant herein. Copy of their 
statements have been marked as Ex. MW2/6 and Ex. 
MW2/7. He has also referred to the second enquiry, 
copy of which is Ex. MW2/I7. He further referred to 
the witness examined by the claimant during the course 
of domestic enquiry, i.e. Shri Narad Pandey, Khalasi 
and Shri Randhir Singh. Wireman. He has admitted in 
his cross examination that charge sheet Ex. MW 1/2 that 
there is mention of Shri Ram Chander. Khalasi who 
instigated the claimant. He has further admitted that 
charge sheet Ex. MW2/W1 was served upon Shri Ram 
Chander Khalasi, who has appeared as witness in the 
above enquiry. 

11. It is not out of place to mention here that no 
action was taken against Shri Ram Chander, Khalasi 
after service of the above charge sheet though 
allegations made against Shri Ram Chander, as is 
apparent from perusal of charge sheet Ex. MW2/W1, 
are same. 

12. To rebut the case of the department, Shri 
Jitender Kumar has examined himself as WW1 and 
made detailed statement in support of the averments 
contained in his statement of claim. He has specifically 
denied in his cross examination that he had assaulted 
Sir Gautam Kundu. He has denied that he was not 
following directions issued bv Shri Gautam Kundu. He 
has also clarified that criminal case was registered 


against him in which he was acquitted by the 
Metropolitan Magistrate. 

13. This Tribunal, vide order dated 10.07.2015 
held that the enquiry conducted by the management is 
perverse and in violation of principles of natural justice, 
as a result of which Issue No. 1, wfiich was treated as 
preliminary issue, stood decided against the 
management and in favour of the workman herein. 

14. Thereafter, this Tribunal gave an opportunity 
to the management to adduce evidence on merits so as 
to prove the charge of misconduct against the workman 
herein. Management has not brought any evidence 
worth the name in support of the charges mentioned in 
the charge sheet, as a result of which case was heard on 
merits. Admittedly, no evidence has been adduced by 
the management after findings has been rendered by 
this Tribunal vide order dated 10.07.2015 to the effect 
that the domestic enquiry in the present case is perverse 
and against principles of natural justice. 

15. Now, the vital question which survives for 
consideration is whether the evidence adduced during 
the course of domestic enquiry by the management can 
be taker, into consideration so as to decide the 
allegations made against the workman herein. 
Constitution Bench of the Apex Court has now finally 
settled the law in the case of Karnataka State Road 
Transport Vs. Lakshmidevamma & Another (2001 
Lab. L.C. 1777) relating to domestic enquiry wherein 
ratio of the case in Delhi Cloth Mills case was also 
considered, and held as under: 

“We are, therefore, clearly of opinion that when a 
case of dismissal of discharge of an employee is 
referred for industrial adjudication the labour 
court should first decide as a preliminary issue 
whether the domestic enquiry has violated the 
principles of natural justice. When there is no 
domestic enquiry or defective enquiry is admitted 
by the employer, there will be no difficulty. But 
when the matter is in controversy between the 
parties that question must be decided as a 
preliminary issue. On that decision being 
pronounced it will be for the management to 
decide whether it wall adduce any evidence 
before the labour court. If it chooses not to 
adduce any evidence, it will not be thereafter 
permissible in any proceeding to raise the issue. 
We should also make it clear that there will be no 
justification for any party to stall the final 
adjudication of the dispute by the labour court by 
questioning its decision with regard to the 
preliminary issue when the matter, if worthy, can 
be agitated even after the final award. It will be 
also legitimate for the High Court to refuse to 
intervene at this stage. We are making these 
observations in our anxiety that there is no undue 
delay in industrial adjudication." 

16. It is clear from the above that the 
Tribunal/Labour Court was called upon to decide the 
validity of the domestic enquiry conducted by the 
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employer or management and the same is to be tried as 
preliminary issue and thereafter, if necessary, 
management was to be given an option to adduce fresh 
evidence in case enquiry was held to be unfair, perverse 
or against the principles of natural justice. However, 
management has to ask for such an opportunity or 
reserve its right by taking specific plea in the pleadings. 
It can even also move an application asking for such a 
right in case findings on the domestic enquiry is 
ultimately rendered against the management or 
employer. It has also been ruled in various cases that in 
case management does not choose to adduce any 
evidence at that stage, it cannot be allowed to do so at 
any later stage of the proceedings by tiling application 
for that purpose as it may ultimately result in delay of 
the case and lead to wrecking of the morale of the 
workman. 

17. Yet in another case Neeta Kaplish vs Presiding 
Officer Labour Court and A nr. AIR (1999) 
Lab.I.C.445) that record pertaining to the domestic 
enquiry would not be considered as ‘fresh evidence’ or 
’material on record’ within the meaning of Section 1 IA 
of the Industrial Disputes Act. Thus, it is now not open 
to the management to rely upon the evidence adduced 
during the course of domestic enquiry so as to prove the 
charges of misconduct against the workman herein. 
This view has been consistently taken by the Hon'ble 
Supreme Court as well as Hon’ble High Court in 
various judgements. Therefore, contention of the 
management that the record of the domestic enquiry be 
considered on merits as substantive evidence so as to 
prove the charges against the workman herein is totally 
devoid of merit and deserves to be rejected. 

18. As a sequel to my discussions herein above, it 
is held that the charge against the workman herein has 
not been proved and as such the punishment of 
compulsory retirement awarded to the claimant cannot 
legally sustain; as such the order dated 26.06.2000 is, 
hereby, set aside. It is held that the workman herein is 
liable to be reinstated to his post with effect from the 
date of his termination, i.e. 26.06.2000 with full back 
wages and all consequential benefits. An award is 
accordingly passed. Let this award be sent to the 
appropriate Government, as required under Section 17 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, for publication. 

A.C. DOGRA, Presiding Officer 
Dated : January 7, 2016 

R Reefy 29 vJHdfy 2016 

<TT3TT 228—RcTR 1947 

(1947 44 14) HR] 17 fy 3T4TRR if fyRR TR“4>R 
RfTrf TRtR ffypq- ffyffyFg fy OTHcTH fy TRLg 

ffyfyv^rfyr tRffy cb^cbK fy fiR 3Fg4H 3 RRe 
fyRrfRb fRrrc if fyRR ttttr fyrfyrfRb 3 tR4rr 
yfy w -urnMil fy WIR (fyR fy. 52/2003) fy 
445 TRcT 4Rcft t Tfy fyRR TR47R fyt 25/01/2016 cfy 
M T kT “g3TT HT i 

[R. t/ef-4001 l/42/2002-3TTfy 3TR. (^Ej)] 
fy. fy. 'fyjfykTeT, RRF 3Tffy47ffy 


New Delhi, the 29 th January, 2016 
S.O. 228.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No. 
52/2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal 
Cum Labour Court, Chennai now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of the Bharat 
Sanchar Nigam Limited, Chennai and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
25/01/2016. 


[No. L-4001 l/42/2002-IR(DU)J 
P. K. VKNUGOPAL. Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, CHENNAI 


Wednesday, the 13th January, 2016 

Present K.P. Prasanna Kumari. Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 52/2003 

(In the matter of the dispute foradjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section 91) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
19047), between the Management of BSNL and Others 
and their workman) 


Between 


The Circle Secretary : 1 st Party/Petititoner 

BSNL employees Union Union 

21, Bharathiar 1st Street, 

Palavanthangal 
Chennai-600114 


And 


1. General Manager : 2nd Party Respondent 

Telecom, BSNL 

Virudhunagar-6262001 

2. The Chief General Manager : 2nd Party/2 nd Respondent 
BSNL, Tamil Nadu Circle 

Anna Salai 
Chennai-600002 


3. The Chairman & : 2 nd Party/3 rd 

Managing Director Respondent 

BSNL, Sanchar Bhawan 
New Delhi-1 10001 


Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner Union : M/s. K.M. Ramesh, 

Advocates 

For the 2 nd Party/1 SI . 2 nd and : Sri P. Srinivasan. 
3 rd Management Advocate 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment vide its Order No. L-40011/42/2002-1R 
(DU) dated 25.03.2003 referred the following Industrial 
Dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 
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"Whether the employment of Sri Bakkiyaraj 
engaged for the work by the Telecommunication 
Department has to be regularized? If so, the relief 
he is entitled to?" 

2. On receipt of the Industrial Dispute this 
Tribunal has numbered it as ID 52/2003 and issued 
notices to both sides. Both sides entered appearance 
through their counsel and filed Claim and Counter 
Statement respectively. The petitioner has filed a 
rejoinder in answer to the Counter Statement. 

3. The counsel for the petitioner has endorsed to 
the effect that the petitioner is not pressing the dispute. 
So it is clear that the petitioner is not interested in 
getting a relief. No materials are placed before this 
Tribunal in support of the relief claimed also. 
Therefore, the reference is answered against the 
petitioner. 

An award is passed accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by 
him, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this the 13 th day of January, 2016) 

K.P. PRASANNA KIJMARI, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined : 
f or the 1 st Party/Petitioner : None 

For the 2 nd Party/1 st , 2 nd and 3 ,d Management : None 

Documents Marked : 

On the petitioner’s side 

Ex. No. Date Description 

___Nil__ _ 

On the Management’s side 

Ex.No. Date Description 

Nil 


^ 29 'uREfft, 2016 

4713TT 229.—fctcU? 3Tf^nR 1947 

(1947 44 14) eft £|RT 17 ^ 3TJFRUI if <£tOa| 'H34>K 
'4TCT fMt 7f> •tRcg' 

3fk vH4> ef> 

fcfcTK ’1 ^7^71 xivjcbK 3fldimc(7 
oc WTTrTeW, 7f> we 33. 48/2003) 

cpt Wf[ t Wl 7T7WT7 7f5t 25/01/2016 

Tpt HTW §3TT SJT I 

[73. W3-4201 1/02/2014-3TT^. 3TR. (^j)] 

iff. TpjrftW. 3TlW[ff 

New Delhi, the 29th January, 2016 
S.O. 229. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D 
No.48 2014) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court. Chennai now as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of the Bharat 
Heavy Electricals Timited. Chennai and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
25/01/2016, 

[No. L-4201 1/02/2014-IR(DU)] 
P. K. VENUGOPAL, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR 
COURT, CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 8th January, 2016 
Present: K. P. Prasanna Kumari, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 48/2014 

(In the matter of the dispute foradjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section 91) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
19047), between the Management of BSNL and Others 
and their workman) 

BETWEEN 

The General Secretary : 1 st Party/Petititoner 

BHEL Mazdoor Sangam (BMS) Union 
Opp, To Building No. 79 
Trichirappalli-620014 

And 

The Executive Director : 2 nd Party/Respondent 

M/s. Bharat Heavy Electricals Ltd. 

Kailasapuram 

Trichirappalli-620014 

Appearance: 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner Union : G.B. Saravanabhavan, 

Advocates 

For the 2 nd Party Management : T.S. Gopalan & Co.. 7 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour & 
Employment vide its Order No. L-42011/02/2014-1R 
(DU) dated 28.05.2014 referred the following Industrial 
Dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The schedule mentioned in that order is : 

"Whether the action of the management of BHEL 
in denying service weightage benefit to A/B-10 
and A/B-ll Grade employees on the basis of 
Memorandum of Agreement dated 30.12.2009 is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief the 
workmen concerned are entitled?’' 

2. On receipt of the Industrial Dispute this 
Tribunal has numbered it as ID 48/2014 and issued 
notices to both sides. Both sides have entered 
appearance through their counsel and filed claim and 
counter statement respectively. The petitioner has filed 
rejoinder in answer to the Counter Statement. 

3. The averments in the Claim Statement filed by 
the petitioner in brief are these: 

The petitioner is a Union affiliated to Bhartiya 
Mazdoor Sangh. The Respondent is an establishment 
running with huge profit. In the Respondent 
Establishment workers are categorized in many grades 
starting from A-l/B-1 and up to A-12/B-12. Fixation of 
pay scales, wages and other service benefits for the 
workers used to be made in the Joint Committee 
Meeting represented by Trade Unions from various 
units and their Central Leaders on one side and the 
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Management on the other side. Agreement arrived at 
during such negotiations will be signed by all the 
concerned. After such agreement the Management 
would issue a circular for implementation of the 
agreement. On expiry of the previous wage agreement 
on 31.12.2006 a fresh agreement effective from 
01.01.2007 was arrived at on 30.12.2009. Subsequent 
to this a circular dated 06.02.2010 was issued by the 
BHEL Management for implementing the wage 
revision. As per Clause-1 of the Memorandum of 
Agreement all regular workmen from A-l/B-1 to A- 
11/B-l I grades who were on the rolls of the company as 
on 31.12.2006 will be covered by the agreement. Those 
who joined as regular employees on 01.01.2007 or 
thereafter will be governed by Para-7 of the 
Memorandum of Agreement. Clause-19(1) of the 
Memorandum of Agreement states that service 
weightage will be given to those who were in the rolls 
of the company as on 3 1.1.2006 and continued to be on 
the rolls of the company up to 30.12.2009 and all 
workers in Grades A-l/B-1 to A-ll/B-11 are eligible 
for service weightage. Clause-15 of the circular dated 
06.02.2010 states that regular employees who were on 
the rolls of the company as on 31.12.2006 and 
continued to be on the rolls of the company on 
30.12.2009 will be granted service weightage w.e.f. 
01.01.2007 for every completed year of service as on 
31.12.2006. However, while paying the arrears arising 
out of revision of wages service weightage was not paid 
to the workers who were in the grades of A-10/B-10 
and A-l l/'B-l 1. The wage revision agreement does not 
exclude any workers in any grades. Workmen who 
were promoted to A-10/B-10 grade from A-9/B-9 grade 
after 01.01.2007 continued to be paid service 
weightage. This shows that there was no bar in paying 
service weightage to this category of workmen. About 
300 workers were effected by the action of the 
Respondent. There is no justification in denying service 
weightage to a section of the workmen. The dispute is 
raised accordingly. A direction may be issued to the 
Respondent to pay service weightage due to employees 
under Grades A-l 0/B-10 and A-l 1/B-l 1 with all other 
cumulative and other attendant benefits as per the 
Memorandum of Agreement signed on 30.12.2009. 

4. The Respondent has filed Counter Statement 
contending as below: 

BHEL has 17 manufacturing units including 
one at Tiruchirapalli and another at Ranipet in Tamil 
Nadu. It has also got one subsidiary, 6 joint ventures 
and more than 150 project sites at various locations. 
The employees of the Respondent fall in three 
categories, executives, supervisors and workmen. The 
workmen are classified into technical and non¬ 
technical. Workmen falling under the technical cadre 
are in the grades of A-l to A-12. In the non-technical 
side there are grades B-l to B-12 which are applicable 
to employees in the staff category. In the supervisory 
cadre, the employees are placed in the grades S-l to 
S-8. Executives are in grades E-l to E-9. The Grade 
A-10/B-10 and A-11/B-11 were introduced 
retrospectively w.e.f 25.06.1988 in 1993. A-I2/B-12 


grade was introduced w.e.f. 26.06.2010. For more than 
40 years wage revision allowances and other service 
conditions used to be on the basis of a Memorandum of 
Agreement arrived at in a Joint committee consisting of 
the representatives of Management and representatives 
of the workmen. The agreement will be referred to the 
Board and on approval of the Board with modification 
if any, it will be sent to the Ministry for approval. After 
Ministry’s approval a circular will be issued setting 
forth the terms and conditions of the wage revision to 
be applicable to the employees at all levels. The terms 
offered by the circulars were always implicitly accepted 
without protest. The terms offered by the circulars are a 
total package and there is no question of any employee 
or employees directly or indirectly accepting a portion 
and challenging the rest as not binding or seeking an 
interpretation other than the one given by the 
Management. Grade A-10/B-10 and A-l 1/B-l 1 were to 
be treated as a separate category distinct from the 
Grades A-l/B-1 to A-9/B-9. When revision of wages 
for the period from 01.01.1997 was negotiated a 
Memorandum of Understanding was reached in the 
Joint Committee Meeting held on 12.09.2000 and it 
provided for a new element of wages i.e. service 
weightage which is an ad-hoc amount which is linked 
to the period of completed years of service as on 
31.12.1996. Service weightage was not extended to 
employees in Grades A-l 0/B-10 and A-ll/B-11. It was 
accepted by those employees. When Memorandum of 
Agreement was arrived at on 30.12.2009, Clause-20 of 
this Agreement stated that the agreement will be subject 
to the approval of Board of Directors / Government. In 
the Joint Committee Meeting held on 18.01.2010 a 
query was raised whether the employees in Grades 
A-10 and A-l 1 and B-10 and B-l 1 would be eligible to 
receive service weightage and it was clarified that the 
terms for eligibility of service weightage will be as per 
the existing rules. The representatives of All India 
Central Trade Union of BMS to whom the petitioner 
union is affiliated were also represented in the meeting 
held on 18.01.2010. By the existing rule, the earlier two 
circulars dated 15.11.2000, one providing for service 
weightage to Grades A-l to A-6 and B-l to B-6 and 
another extending it to Grades A-7 to A-9 and B-7 to 
B-9 were meant. Clause-15.5 of the circular dated 
06.02.2010 it was made clear that the terms and 
conditions of eligibility of service weightage will 
remain the same. Clause-30 provided for an Anomaly 
Committee to be constituted to deal with any issue in 
the matter of implementing the wage revision circular. 
The alleged anomaly in the service weightage for 
employees in Grades A-l 0/B-10 to A-ll/B-11 was 
resolved in the anomaly committee meeting held on 
05.10.2010. It was clarified in the subsequent Joint 
Committee Meeting held on 18.01.2010 and also in the 
Anomalies Committee Meeting. The issue which has 
not been pursued by other Unions which participated in 
the Joint Committee Meeting are taken up the Petitioner 
Union with a view to justify its existence and retain 
support for getting elected as a participating union in 
the elections which are to take place in near future. The 
dispute raised by the petitioner is not a valid Industrial 
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dispute. The Union does not command membership 
from among a substantial section of the workmen of the 
Respondent. All members of the Petitioner Union in the 
Trichy establishment of the Respondent including those 
in Grades A-l 0/B-10 to A-l 1/B-l 1 have accepted the 
benefits of the pay revision in terms of the circular 
dated 06.02.2010. Having enjoyed the benefits of the 
circular, it is not permissible for them to claim 
something which was not provided for in the circular. 
The dispute is not maintainable at the instance of the 
petitioner. The petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 

5. The petitioner has filed rejoinder in answer to 
the Claim Statement denying the allegations in the 
Counter Statement and reiterating its case in the Claim 
Statement. 

6. The evidence in the case consists of oral 
evidence of WW1 and MW1 and documents marked as 
Ext.Wl to Ext.W16 and Ext.MI to Ext.M16. 

7. The points for consideration are : 

(i) Whether denial of service weightage by the 
Respondent to the employees under Grades 
A-10/B-10 and A-l 1/B-l 1 on the basis of 
Memorandum of Agreement dated 30.12.2009 is 
legal and justified? 

(ii) What, if any is the relief to which the concerned 
workmen are entitled? 

The Points 

8. The Petitioner Union has raised the dispute 
challenging the denial of service weightage to the 
employees under Grades A-10/B-10 and A-l 1/B-l 1 in 
the Respondent establishment. 

9. On expiry of the wage agreement that 
prevailed in BHHL, a Government Undertaking on 
31.1.2006, a fresh agreement effective from 01.01.2007 
was arrived at on 30.12.2009 in the Joint Committee 
Meeting held at New Delhi. The Joint Committee 
consisted of the representatives of the workmen and of 
the Management. The agreement arrived at the meeting 
is applicable to all the employees of BHEL including 
the unit of BHEL at Tiruchirapalli which is the 
Respondent herein. The case of the petitioner is that 
though the coverage clause of the Memorandum of 
Agreement provides that the wage revision and other 
benefits agreed upon are applicable to all workmen 
from the Grades A-1/B-l to A-l 1/B-l 1 and Clause-19.1 
specifically provided for service weightage for all these 
grades, service weightage were denied to the employees 
under Grades A-l 0/B-10 and A-l 1/B-l 1. The dispute 
seems to have been raised when arrears based on 
service weightage was denied to employees coming 
under these grades. The case of the Management is that 
Memorandum of Agreement arrived at in the Joint 
Committee Meeting is subject to the approval of the 
Board of Directors and also the Government and it is 
only as per the circular issued by the Management after 
such approval the agreement is implemented and this 


used to be accepted by the employees without any 
objection. According to the Respondent some anomaly 
has occurred in the Memorandum of Agreement and 
this was subsequently explained in the Joint Committee 
Meeting in which the representatives of the workmen 
and the Management participated and the explanation 
was accepted by all concerned. The stand of the 
Management is that even as per the earlier 
Memorandum of Agreement service weightage was not 
given to the employees coming under Grades A-10/ 
B-10 and A-l 1/B-l 1 and this was retained in the new 
agreement also. There was never any intention to pay 
service weightage to these categories, it is contended by 
the Respondent. 

10. Ext.M9 is the Memorandum of Agreement 
entered into based on the Joint Committee Meeting for 
revision of wages on expiry of the previous wage 
agreement on 31.12.2006. The petitioner mainly relies 
upon Clause-1 and 19.1 to contend that service 
weightage is payable to employees under Grades 
A-10/B-10 and A-l 1/B-l 1 also. The coverage clause 
under Clause-1 of the Memorandum of Agreement 
states that all regular workmen from Grades A-1/B-l to 
A-l 1/B-l 1 who were on the rolls of the Company as on 
31.12.2006 will be covered by the agreement. Those 
who joined on 01.01.2007 or thereafter, are to be 
governed by Para-7 of the Memorandum of Agreement. 
Clause-19 of the Memorandum of Agreement provides 
for service weightage. Clause 19.1 states that service 
weightage will be given to those who were on the rolls 
of the Company as on 31.12.2006 and continued to be 
on the rolls upto 30.12.2009. The rate of service 
weightage payable to those employees who had 
completed particular years of service are also given in 
the clause. It is the stand of the petitioner that it could 
be deciphered from Clause-1 which is the coverage 
clause and Clause-19 regarding service weightage that 
all the employees covered under clause-1 are entitled to 
service weightage and no exemption of any kind has 
been made under any of the clauses of Ext.M9. 

11. The Respondent has stated in the Counter 
Statement that Ext.M9 has been a little vague in the 
matter but this has been clarified in the subsequent Joint 
Committee Meetings and it was made clear to all 
concerned that service weightage is not available to 
employees under Grades A-10/B-10 and A-11 /B-11. On 
a reading of Ext.M9 there can be no doubt that there 
was no exclusion of any kind of any category of 
employees while granting service weightage and 
Clause-19.1 was framed as if it was applicable to all 
categories of existing workmen employees. 

12. The counsel for the Respondent has referred to 
several aspects to make out that service weightage was 
not intended for categories above employees coming 
under Grades A-9/B-9. He has pointed out that as per 
the previous agreement also service weightage was 
given to the employees but only to categories below A- 
i 0/B-10. According to the counsel this was intended to 
be continued even after Ext.M9 and this is clear from 
the circular marked as Ext.W7. This is the circular 
issued consequent to Ext.M9. It is argued by the 
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counsel that the Memorandum of Agreement was never 
to be implemented in the same form but was subject to 
the approval of Board of Directors and the government 
and it is only the circular that is issued after such 
approval that can be implemented. 

13. It has been argued by the counsel for the 
petitioner that the basis for the circular should be the 
Memorandum of Understanding that was arrived at in 
the Joint Committee Meeting and the circulars issued 
by the Management could not deviate from the terms 
and conditions in the Memorandum of Understanding. 
The attempt of the counsel for the Respondent has been 
to make out that as per the previous circulars 
consequent to the Memorandum of Understanding 
arrived at earlier also service weightage was not 
allowed to the categories under dispute and the 
representatives of the workmen were very much aware 
of this and it was explained in the subsequent Joint 
Committee Meetings also. As I have already stated 
Ext.M9 does not make any exclusion of workmen under 
Grades A-9/B-9 to A-li/B-1 1. On the other hand the 
coverage clauses states that the terms and conditions 
are applicable to all the workmen from Grades A-l/B-1 
to A-l 1/B-l 1. The attempt on behalf of the Respondent 
is that by subsequent meetings it was made clear that 
the service weightage is not available to A-10/B-10 to 
A-l 1/B-l 1 grades. The counsel for the Respondent has 
referred to the minutes of the meeting of the Anomaly 
Committee marked^ as Ext.Mll and that of Joint 
Committee marked Ext.M12. Ext.M12 is after Ext.W? 
circular was issued consequent to the Memorandum of 
Agreement. Representatives of the employees as well 
as representatives of the Management are shown as 
present at the meeting. The representatives of 1NTUC, 
HMS, EPF, etc. were there. The issues that were 
discussed are shown in a table. S.No. 2(a) is the issue 
regarding service weightage to A-10/B-10 and 
A-l 1/B-l 1. Against that it is shown that these issues 
were considered at the time of signing the 
Memorandum of Agreement and have been regulated 
accordingly. However, the Memorandum of Agreement 
does not reflect any such consideration or decision on 
that basis. In the Memorandum of agreement there is 
nothing to show that the workmen under Grades A- 
10/B-I0 and A-l 1/B-l 1 were excluded from the 
purview of service weightage. The signature of the 
participants are not seen at the bottom of the minutes. 
So it is not known if the representatives of the workmen 
have accepted this explanation. That they have not 
accepted is clear from the fact that the issue was raised 
again at the special session of the Joint Committee, the 
minutes of which is marked as Ext.M12. Clause-12(10) 
of the minute shows that the question of service 
weightage to* employees of Grades A-10/B-10 and 
above were raised again. It is stated that the 
Management had explained that service weightage was 
not given to those grades in the 1997 wage revision and 
it was clarified in the Joint Committee Meeting held on 
18.01.2010 that the coverage of service weightage will 
be as per practice being followed earlier. There is no 
signature of the participants in this also. So there is 
nothing to show that the representatives of the workers 


have accepted the explanation and admitted that even as 
per the Memorandum of Agreement the workmen under 
Grades A-10/B-10 and A-l 1/B-l 1 are not eligible for 
service weightage. So the argument based on the 
minutes of the Joint Committee could not be accepted. 

14. The counsel for the Respondent has referred to 
the previous Memorandum of Agreement and the 
consequent circulars issued by the Management and 
tried to draw parallel with these and the Memorandum 
of Agreement and Circular under dispute. Service 
weightage was given to the employees for the first time 
in the year 2000 only, as per Ext.W 1-the Memorandum 
of Understanding signed on 12.09.2000. The counsel 
has drawn attention to Clause-7 which states that the 
employees will be granted service weightage w.e.f. 
01.01.1997. It was pointed out that service weightage 
was given only to workmen of Grades A-l/B-1 to 
B-l/B-6 by Ext.W2 the circular issued consequent to 
Ext.Wl. However, parallel cannot be drawn between 
Clause-7 of Ext.Wl and Clause-19 of Ext.M9 for the 
reason that as per Ext.Wl the Memorandum of 
Understanding is only in respect of employees in 
Grades upto A-6/B-6. The coverage clause states 
specifically that all the regular employees in the Grades 
upto A-6/B-6 who were on the rolls of the company as 
on 31.12.1996 will be covered by the Memorandum of 
Understanding. When this is read alongwith with 
Clause-7 it is clear that service weightage is payable to 
all the employees coming under the coverage 
clause. However, though as per Ext.M9 all the 
employees coming under Grade A-l/B-1 to A-l 1/B-l 1 
are brought under the coverage clause and Clause-19 
states that service weightage is payable to all the 
employees coming under the coverage clause, this was 
denied to employees coming under Grades A-10/B-10 
and A-l 1/B-l 1. Ext.W2 the circular issued consequent 
to Ext.Wl was in terms of Ext.Wl itself. Clause-14 of 
Ext.W2 is exactly in terms of Clause-7(2) of Ext.Wl 
except adding the rate payable to each period of 
completed service. Subsequently, cne application of the 
Memorandum of Understanding has been extended to 
employees coming under other grades also. Ext.W3 is 
the circular regarding pay and allowances in respect of 
employees coming under Grades A-7/B-7 to A-9/B-9. 
Clause-16 states that the service weightage is payable 
to employees of these grades. It is pointed out by the 
counsel for the Respondent that employees under 
Grades A-10/B-I0 and B-10/B-11 are not allowed 
service weightage under this circular. Then there is 
Ext.W4 regarding wage revision for employees coining 
under A-10/B-10 and A-l 1/B-l 1. This circular 
specifically states that the benefit allowed as per Para- 
16 of Ext.W3 to employees coming under A-7/B-7 to 
A-9/B-99 grades will not be admissible to the 
employees in these grades. 

15. The argument for the counsel for the 
Respondent is that it is specified in the minutes marked 
Ext.W8 that payment of service weightage will be as 
per the existing rule and “the existing rule ” means the 
previous circular by which service weightage was 
denied to A-10/B-10 and A-l 1/B-l 1 grades. However, 
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on going through I-.xt.W7 it could be seen that there is 
no exclusion of service weightage of A-10/B-10 and 
A-l 1/B-l 1 categories even in this. Clause-15.1 of Ext. 
W7 is a replica of Clause-19.1 ofExt.M9. 

16. One argument that is advanced by the counsel 
for the Respondent based on Ext.WM to Ext.W16 is 
that the matter has already been contested by the 
petitioner before the Delhi High Court and the Delhi 
High Court has dismissed the same and the order has 
become final also and for this reason also the petitioner 
is not entitled to raise the issue. Ext.W16 is the copy of 
the order passed by the Delhi High Court in CWP 
4089/2002. As seen from Ext, W14 the BHEL 
Employees Union and Others had challenged the 
circular consequent to Ext.Wl agreement by which 
service weightage was denied to A-10/B10 and A-l 1/B- 
1 1 workers on the ground that this is discriminatory. By 
Ext.Wl6 order the Delhi High Court has ordered that as 
machineries are provided under the ID Act the Court 
will not entertain the petition under Article-226 of the 
Constitution of India. Thus it could be seen that it was 
not a dismissal on merits Apart from this is the fact 
that the challenge was of the previous circular based on 
Ext.W 1 and not Ext.M9 or Ext.W7 the circular 
consequent to it. There is always the difference that in 
the Memorandum of Agreement of 2000 the categories 
under Grades above A-6/B-6 were not included while 
in Ext.M9 they are also included. The Management is 
not expected to go beyond the terms and conditions of 
the Memorandum of Agreement. It is very much clear 
from Ext.M9 that service weightage was intended for 
workmen under Grades A-10/B-10 and B-10/B-1 1 and 
still it was denied to them under false pretext and this 
goes contrary to the agreement itself. 

17. With reference to the Minutes of the Meetings 
marked as Ext.Ml 1 and Ext.M 12, the counsel for the 
Respondent has referred to the decision of Apex Court 
in RAMENDRA SINGH Vs. STATE OF MP AND 
OTHERS reported in 1984 1 SCC 751 in which it was 
laid down that an implied agreement is to be respected. 
According to the counsel it is implied from the minutes 
that the service weightage is not payable to the 
employees of the two grades in question and this has 
been accepted by the representatives of the workmen 
and therefore the petitioner cannot now go against it. 
The implied agreement under consideration in that case 
was accepted and acted upon by the parties for several 
years and it was thereafter a contention was raised that 
it was not an agreement at all. It was in the context the 
Apex Court has laid down that the implied agreement is 
to be enforced. In the present case there is no implied 
agreement as per the two minutes, as attempted to be 
made out by the Respondent. On the other hand there is 
an agreement from which it is very much clear that 
service weightage is payable to the workmen coming 
under Grades A-10/B-10 and A-l 1/B-l 1 also. 

18. Another argument that is advanced by the 
counsel for the Respondent is that service weightage 
has been denied to the two categories for the reason that 
if they are given this benefit their salary becomes 
higher than some of the executives of the establishment 


and this could never be. He has also referred to a 
decision of the Guwahati High Court in Writ Appeal 
No. 151 of 2009 in this respect. It was held here that 
employees in higher cadre cannot get lesser pay than 
the employees in the feeder cadre. Though the 
argument is that the executives will be getting lesser 
pay if the benefit of service weightage is given to the 
two categories, this fact is not established by any 
evidence. The salary payable to the employees coming 
under the Executive category is not specified. The 
counsel for the petitioner has referred to the Personal 
Manual of BHEL in this respect. The manual provides 
for removal of anomaly in pay fixation. If an employee 
promoted to a post draws a lower rate of pay in that 
post than another employee promoted subsequent to the 
same or identical higher post the pay of the senior 
employee in the higher post can be stepped up. There 
is no comparison of the worker category and executive 
category employees. It is not stated that the pay of 
lower category cannot be higher. It is probable that the 
seniors in the lower category would be drawing higher 
salary than the juniors in the higher category. 

19. Lastly there is the argument advanced by the 
counsel for the Respondent that the dispute is not a 
valid one for the reason that the petitioner has no locus- 
standi to raise the dispute. It is stated in the Counter 
Statement that the petitioner does not command 
membership from among a substantial section of the 
workmen of the Respondent. In answer to this the 
counsel has referred to Ext.Wl5 which contains 
minutes of the meeting of the sub-committee of the 
joint committee for BHEL in terms of Memorandum of 
Understanding reached in the Joint Committee Meeting 
held on 12.09.2000. The representative of the petitioner 
has also signed as a participant in the meeting. This is 
enough to show that the petitioner has the locus standi 
to raise the dispute. The action of the Management in 
denying service weightage to employees coming under 
Grades A-10/B-10 and A-l 1/B-l 1 is against the terms 
of the Memorandum of Agreement and without any 
justification. They are also entitled to the benefit. 

20. Accordingly an award is passed as below: 

The Respondent is directed to pay the employees 
coming under Grades A-10/B-10 and A-l 1/B-l I 
service weightage as per Clause-19 of Memorandum of 
Agreement dated 13.12.2009 with all other attendant 
benefits, within a month of the publication of the 
Award. Arrears if any shall be paid to the employees 
within the above period. In default the amount will 
accrue interest @ 7.5% per annum. 

The reference is answered accordingly. 

K.P. PRASANNA KUMARI, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined : 

For the 1 st Party/Petitioner : WWE Sri G. Shankar 
For the 2 nd Party/Management: MW1, Sri Ajesh Sharma 

Documents Marked : 

On the petitioner’s side 

Ex.No. Date Description 

Ext.Wl 12.09.2000 Memorandum of Understanding 
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Ext.W2 15.11.2000 Corporate Personnel Circular No. 

045/IRX/200 (wage Revision for 
AB1 to AB 6 ) 

Ext.W3 07.12.2000 Corporate Personnel Circular No. 

053/1RX/2000 (Wage Revision for 
AB7 to AB9) 

Hxt.W4 07.12.2000 Corporate Personnel Circular No. 

054/1 RX/2000 (Wage Revision 

for ABlOto AB1 1) 

Ext.W5 15.12.2000 IOB No. AA/PER/507 

Ext.W 6 10.02.2010 Minutes of Meeting of Joint 
Committee for BHEL (2007) and 
Memorandum of agreement signed 
on 30.12.2009 

Ext.W7 06.02.2010 Corporate Human Resource Circular 
No. 007 IRX/2010 

Ext.W 8 22.03.2010 Minutes of Meeting of the Joint 
Committee for BHEL (2007) held 
on 18.01.2010 

Ext.W9 24.05.2010 Inter Office Memorandum 
No. AA/HR/IR/520 

Ext.W 1007.01.2012 RTI Application filed by the 
Petitioner 

Ext.WI 127.01.2012 Reply of CPIO No. AA/CPIO/12 

Ext.W1222.12.2006 Submission of charter of demands 
by Petitioner’s Union 

Ext.W 1329.08.2013 Specimen workings - Supplement 
to I.D. 

Ext.W 1409.07.2002 Copy of the Index Book filed 
before the High Court of Delhi at 
New Delhi by the petitioner’s 
Federation Union in CWP No. 
4089 of 2002 

Ext.W 1514.01.2003 Copy of the Index Book filed 
before the High Court of Delhi at 
New Delhi by the Respondent 
Management in CWP No. 4089 of 
2002 

Ext.W 1608.04.2003 Copy of the Extract of the final 
order passed in CWP No. 4089 of 
2002 

On the Management's side 

Ex. No. Date Description 

Ext.M 1 10.08.1983 Corporate Personnel Circular No. 

5 of 1983 (Wage Revision 
Circular from 01.09.1982) 

Ext.M2 04.07.1989 Circular No. 01 dated 01.07.1989 
Revision of Pay and Allowances 
of employees covered by Joint 
Committee 

Ext.M3 23.05.1994 Corporate Personnel Circular No. 

15 of 1994 Pay scales for 
A10/B 10 and A1 1 /B11 and merger 
of FDA in respect of employees 
promoted as Sr. Artisans after 
01.01.1977 and upto June 1991 

Ext.M4 19.08.1995 Corporate Personnel Circular 

No. 22 of 1995 (Wage Revision 
Circular from 01.01.1992 to 
31.12.1996) 


Ext.M5 14.01.1999 Office Memorandum issued by 
Department of Public Enterprises 
Ext.M 6 12.09.2000 Memorandum of Understanding 
Ext.M7 15.11.2000 Corporate Personnel Circular 
No. 045/1 RX/2000 (Wage 
Revision Circular from 01.01.1997 
to 31.12.2006) 

Ext.M 8 22.12.2008 Submission of character of 
demands by Petitioner’s Union 
Ext.M9 30.12.2009 Memorandum of Agreement 
Ext.M 1005.06.2013 Representation of Petitioner Union 
Ext.M 1105.10.2010 Minutes of Anomaly Committee 
Ext.M 1230/ Minutes of Special Sessions of 

31.08.2013 Joint Committee Meeting 
Ext.M 1309.11.2006 Office Memorandum from Govt. 

of India - Ministry of HI & PE 
on policy for 7 th Round of Wage 
Negotiations for unionized workers 
in CPSE w.e.f. 01.01.2007 

Ext.M 1408.08.2013 Claim under Section-2(k) of ID 
Act filed by petitioner before 
AEC(C) Puducherry 

Ext.M 1527.09.2013 Management’s committee / reply 
submitted before the ALC (C) 
Ext.M 1623.12.2013 Conciliation Failure Report 
under Section - No. 8/87/213 
Puducherry 

ds? 2 4r7d£f, 2016 

g>T3TT. 230.—f4cTTT 1947 

(1947 <f7T 14 ) cj?f ETRT 17 3T3'fR TT T 4 TRcpR 

ffWT R 3TTO ffen 4> WEDt 4/ TEEg Pl4lvH4>'l 

3TK vw<f> cb'4cf)Rf 4> 41 c? 4 f4f4v. 

fcfcfR if 7T7TT7 SilsAp'Icb 3Tf£m^ TTg spi 

-UKIleUI, (7TT4 7T 50/2004) 37) 

Mcblf^ld WD t, Tjfr 7 TTTR d4 02/02/2016 g4 

PTO f3TT STTI 

[71 1^-39025/1/2010-3tli 3TT7. (41-11)] 
714 47ET7, 477E arfSEEltl 
New Delhi, the 2 1 " 1 l-'ebruary, 2016 
S.O. 230. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (I.D No. 
50/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal 
Cum Labour Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of the Bharat 
Heavy Electricals Limited, Chennai and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
02/02/2016. 

[No. L-39025/1/2010 - IR(B-II)] 
RAVI KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR 
COURT AT HYDERABAD 

Present Smt. M. Vijaya Lakshmi, Presiding Officer 
Dated the 24 ,h day of April. 2014 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C.No. 50/2004 
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Between: 

Sri T.P, Benedict, 

S/o (late)Rev Thota Prakasam, 

R/o 10/168, Holy Cross Public School. 

Visalakshinagar, 

Visakhapatnam - 530043. .Petitioner 

AND 

The Chairman cum Managing Director. 

Dredging Corporation of India, 

212, Kanishka Shopping Plaza, 

19, Ashok Road, New Delhi-1 10001. 

1 lead Office: Dredge House, Port Area, 

Visakhapatnam. ....Respondent 

Appearances: 

for the Petitioner : M/s. D. Appa Rao. K. Balagopal, 

V. V. Balakrishna & K.S. 

Chalam, Advocates 

l ; or the Respondent : Sri P. Sri Raghuram, Advocate 

AWARD 

This is a petition filed by Sri T.P Benedict who 
worked as Manager (Diving) with the respondent 
organization invoking Sec.2 A (2) of the I.D. Act, 1947 
seeking for declaring that removal of the Petitioner 
from service vide the order DCI/PA/4/352(A)/2001 of 
the Disciplinary Authority dated 13.3.2001 is unlawful, 
unjust and unfair and to direct the respondent to 
reinstate the Petitioner into service with full back 
wages, continuity of service and all attendant benefits. 

2. The averments made in the petition in brief are 
as follows: 

Respondent is a government company 
incorporated in the year 1977 under the company’s Act 
by the Government of India. It’s registered office is at 
New Delhi and head office at Visakhapatnam. It has 10 
major ports in different parts of India. It’s job is to 
dredge and maintain the ports and harbours of the 
country. It engages about 15 dredges at different ports 
for this job. It is an industry within the meaning of 
Sec.2(j) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. For 
dredging activity respondent employees, diving 
personnel described as divers, they are skilled persons 
whose job is dive underneath the sea at the ports and 
harbours and assist the dredging work. They are 
workmen within the meaning of Sec.2(s) of Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. Petitioner joined the establishment 
as diver in the year 1979. By the time he was removed 
from service he was designated as Manager (Diving) 
but his job continued to be a diver, but neither 
managerial nor even supervisory in character. He 
was one of a team of three divers. The other two being 
designated Deputy Manager (Diving) and Assistant 
Manager (Diving). But neither of these persons 
managed or supervised anybody. The nomenclature 
merely refected upgradation of designation in view of 
seniority otherwise, there was no change in the nature 
of the work from that of workman to that of managers. 
They all continued to be divers working as a team. 
Petitioner being merely the leader of the said team. 
Thus, the actual job performed by the Petitioner was 
that of a workman. The respondent is bound to follow 
the internationally accepted safety norms. Petitioner 


drew the attention of the respondent corporation to the 
violation of this norm vide letter dated 26.8.1998, 
thereon respondent initiated a process of recruitment 
and appointed three more diving personnel in the year 
1999 namely, one Assistant Manager (Diving) and two 
senior technicians (Diving). But instead of retaining 
them at one place to make up a team in accordance with 
the internationally accepted safety norm of atleast five 
members per a diving team. Respondent issued transfer 
orders with an intention of posting two divers at each of 
three ports namely, Visakhapatnam, Haldia and 
Mangalore. Petitioner was transferred to Mangalore 
vide order O. O. No.58 of 1999 dated 15.5.1999. At 
that time Petitioner was very sick with abscess on both 
sides of nether region. He applied for leave on medical 
grounds on 18.5.1999 and renewed his leave 
application later. Respondent took the stand that 
application for leave at Visakhapatnam was improper 
since Petitioner should have joined at Mangalore and 
applied for leave. However, Visakhapatnam is the seat 
of the head office of the establishment and Petitioner 
was unable due to serious ill-health to go over and join 
at Mangalore, the objection was purely and narrowly 
technical in nature. Soon thereafter Petitioner was 
operated upon three times for the said ailment, i.e., on 
10.7.1999, 31.1.2000 and 18.2.2000. The cost and lost 
of these surgeries was reimbursed by the respondents. 
The 2 nd and third surgeries took place after Petitioner 
was charge sheeted for unauthrosied absence even 
though respondent reimbursed the cost of the last 
surgery. They proceeded with domestic enquiry and 
punished the Petitioner inspite of all these 
circumstances. Petitioner and other transferred divers 
challenged the order of transfer served on them in WP 
No. 11867 of 1999. The said petition as well as Writ 
appeal in WA No.860 of 2000 was rejected by the 
Hon'ble High Court of A.P., on the ground that courts 
can not interfere with the administrative exigencies like 
transfers. Very filing of writ petition angered the 
respondent corporation and it sought revenge against 
the Petitioner, by punishing him for the supposed 
misconduct not joining at the transferred place and 
being absent unauthorizedly even though it is on record 
that every day’s absence of the Petitioner is accounted 
for by leave applications. His ill-health was never 
denied. Since, respondent reimbursed the cost of two 
surgeries undergone by the Petitioner. On 4.9.1999 the 
Superintendent of KG Hospital, Visakhapatnam 
constituted a medical board to examine the Petitioner 
on the request of the respondent to certify whether his 
ailment was real or otherwise. Said board certified that 
Petitioner was suffering from Fistula, and was operated 
once and that the wound was not yet healed and the 
Petitioner required further rest. Respondent again 
requested the Superintendent of the KG Hospital, to 
constitute another medical board to examine the 
Petitioner again and submit its opinion. Petitioner 
could not attend the sittings of the said board on 
6.11.1999 and 27.11.1999, which inability made a 
ground for doubting his ill-health. But, because of his 
serious ill-health Petitioner could not attend and be 
examined by the board. Later he was operated upon on 
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31.1.2000 and again on 18.2.2000 and the cost of the 
later of the two operations was reimbursed by the 
corporation. Yet, respondent proceeded to charge sheet 
the Petitioner on 4.1.2000, an enquiry was held in 
which he was found guilty of misconduct namely 
unauthorized absence and not joining of duty at the 
transferred place. The report of the enquiry officer 
which is based on flimsy reasoning and which the 
Disciplinary Authority found convenient to accept, 
because the removal of the Petitioner was pre¬ 
meditated, acted upon and the Petitioner was removed 
from service by an order dated 13.3.2001. The 
evidence on record shows that Petitioner was 
continuously ill and thus he could not undertake the 
arduous task of diving for the purpose of dredging and 
he applied for leave for every day of absence, yet he 
has been unjustly removed from service. Petitioner 
submitted an appeal to the board of directors on 
18.5.2001. He is yet to receive the order of the said 
board, he only received an intimation dated 18.8.2001 
from the Joint General Manager at Visakhapatnam 
stating that the board rejected the appeal. Petitioner is 
entitled for reasoned order of the board. Petitioner 
recovered from ailment and is fit to assume his full 
responsibilities of the skilled job of diver. There being 
not many persons with the requisite skills for the job. It 
would be in the interest of the respondent corporation 
to not to loose an experienced and skilled diver. Hence, 
the petition. 

3. Respondent corporation filed their counter 
with the averments in brief as follows: 

Petitioner was working as Manager at the time of 
dismissal from services and he is governed by the 
service rules/CDA rules of the corporation being an 
officer but not governed under Standing Orders of the 
corporation applicable to the workman. Petitioner was 
inducted in service on 17.1.1980 in the executive cadre 
in the pay scale of 1050-50-1650 with the designation 
as Diver Incharge. Two more employees recruited 
along with the Petitioner, one was designated as Asst. 
Manager(Diving) he is also in executive cadre. The 
other is senior technician(Diver) who is staff category. 
Thereafter Petitioner's designation was changed as Dy. 
Manager due to rationalization of designations. Letter 
dated 1,7.1983 of the Ministry of Shipping and 
Transport, Government of India, speaks that the 
revised scale of pay in which Petitioner was placed is 
an officer cadre. Subsequently in 1991 as a result of 
upgradation policy extended to those officers who 
completed 8 years of service Petitioner was upgraded as 
Manager(Diving) from 5.10.1991 in the scale of pay of 
Rs.4600-150-5350-160-6790. Right from induction 
Petitioner is functioning as Head of diving division and 
also a team leader supervising the work and writing the 
annual confidential reports of his subordinates from 
1980 to 1997. His contention that he is a workman 
because he used to attend the under water diving is not 
tenable as he is required to assist his group and extend 
necessary assistance to over come the problems while 
carrying out the diving jobs. The Petitioner being 
incharge of the diving team is to supervise, control and 
guide his subordinates of the team and to execute 


diving operations. The team is provided with the shore 
support like labourers, boats etc., Petitioner has power 
to recommend/sanction leave to his subordinates and 
write their annual confidential reports. The job of 
diving is special and specific in nature and is carried 
out exclusively under water and it can not be compared 
with that of any other skilled workmen either manual or 
clerical or administrative. The services of divers are 
utilized occasionally when required unlike the services 
of other manual/clerical/administrative workmen who 
are supposed to work 48 hours in a week at 8 hours per 
day. Every safety measure is being taken to ensure 
safety of the labours due to expansion of fleet strength, 
requirement of diving personnel has increased resulting 
in filling up of vacancies of Assistant Manager(Diving) 
and Sr. Technician (Diving) followed by selection of 
two assistant managers diving in February, 1999. 
With the increase of personnel in March/April, 1999 
respondent decided to post two divers at Haldia project 
to meet the daily needs on the East Coast and two 
divers including the Petitioner at Mangalore project to 
meet the diving needs on west Coast while retaining 
two divers at Visakhapatnam as a back up team. 
Petitioner was transferred to Mangalore project vide 
office order dated 15.5.1999 which was unsuccessfully 
challenged by the Petitioner by filing WP 11867 of 
1999 and WA 860 of 2000. Petitioner was relieved 
from duties at Visakhapatnam on 18.5.1999 consequent 
to his transfer to Mangalore project vide order dated 
15.5.1999. But he remained absent unauthorized!}' 
form that date onwards to avoid reporting for duty at 
Mangalore. He stayed away from reporting to duty at 
Mangalore on alleged medical grounds from 18.5.1999 
to 21.6.1999 and thereafter from 22.6.1999 to 9.7.1999 
on personal grounds and from 10.7.1999 to 22.8.1999 
again on medical grounds. He could have joined duties 
at the transferred place obeying the orders dated 

15.5.1999 and have availed medical leave afterwards 
for undergoing treatment for the alleged piles disease. 
It is evident that he did not under go operation 
immediately after he was relieved from Visakhapatnam. 
Once he was relieved from duties at Visakhapatnam on 

18.5.1999 he would be deemed to be under 
administrative control of Project Manager at Mangalore 
to whom he should have applied for leave for sanction 
which he failed. Petitioner was charge sheeted for the 
misconduct of disobedience of transfer orders of the 
superior authority and unauthorized absence from duty. 
Mere reimbursement of the medical expenditure to the 
Petitioner does not mean that misconduct of the 
Petitioner was either waived or condoned by the 
Management. The medical expenditure was reimbursed 
in accordance with the medical rules of the corporation 
since the Petitioner was still in service of the 
corporation at that time and laying charge sheet does 
not severe his employment. The domestic enquiry was 
conducted in accordance with CDA rules of the 
corporation and Petitioner participated in the said 
enquiry availing all reasonable opportunities afforded 
to him by the enquiry officer. Basing on the enquiry 
report and considering the matter the impugned order 
was passed as per CDA rules of the corporation. The 
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contention that Management developed anger towards 
Petitioner since he approached the court challenging 
transfer order and took revenge against him by 
punishing him is all incorrect. Petitioner failed to 
appear before the medical board on 6.1 1.1999 and on 
27.11.1999 to enable the said board to assess his fitness 
for duties. Inspite of his being asked by respondent to 
do so. His contention that he could not appear before 
the board due to ill health on account of fistula is not 
reasonable. Such problem will not prevent the 
Petitioner from attending before the board. He 
intentionally and deliberately avoided to appear before 
the board. If he was really sick he could have intimated 
the same in writing and sought another date from the 
board. 1 Ie was to attend before the board on 6.11.1999 
and 17.11.1999 whereas he underwent surgery on 
31.1.2000 and 18.2.2000 thus the bonafides of the 
Petitioner in this regard are doubtful. Petitioner can 
not claim sanction of leave as a mater of right. It is 
subjected to exigencies of work and discretion of leave 
sanctioning authority as per the service rules applicable 
to the officers. The action and behaviour of the 
Petitioner remaining absent from duty from 18.5.1999 
the day on which he was relieved at Visakhapatnam to 
enable him to report at Mangalore on transfer, filing of 
WP No. 11867 of 1999 questioning the transfer order, 
filing of WA 860 of 2000 even though the WP was 
dismissed remaining absent, even after the writ appeal 
was dismissed under the guise of sickness shows his 
attitude. The appeal made by the Petitioner before the 
board which is the Appellate Authority was considered 
and disposed on merits duly confirming the penalty 
imposed by the Disciplinary Authority. The board 
authorized the Joint General Manager of the respondent 
to convey the decision of the board to the Petitioner and 
he has done so vide letter dated 18.8.2001. Thus, 
Petitioner’s contention that he is yet to receive the 
decision of the board on his appeal is not correct. After 
duly conducting domestic enquiry and as per CDA 
rules of respondent corporation after giving due 
opportunity of the Petitioner the impugned order was 
passed by the Disciplinary Authority. The punishment 
awarded is correct for the misconduct of the Petitioner. 
Petition is liable to be dismissed. 

4. By virtue of the order dated 23.11.2011, this 
court held that the domestic enquiry conducted in this 
case is valid. 

5. Heard arguments of either party. 

6. The points arise for determination are: 

I. Whether the Petitioner is a workman and whether 
this court got jurisdiction to entertain this dispute? 

II. Whether the Petitioner is entitled for the relief 
sought for? 

7. Point No:I: 

It is an admitted fact that by the date of his 
dismissal from service i.e., the cause of action for fifing 
this petition, the designation of the Petitioner has been 
*‘manager(Diving)” in the establishment of the 
respondent corporation. 

8. It is the contention of the Petitioner that 
though the nomenclature of his job was 


Manager(Diving), he was not performing any 
managerial or supervisory functions and that he was 
attending to the job of diving only and thus he is a 
workman. 

9. Whereas it is the contention of the respondent 
corporation that even the initial appointment of the 
Petitioner in their service was Executive in nature; that 
always he worked as an officer in the service of the 
respondent corporation and that he is governed by 
service rules/CDA rules of the corporation being an 
officer but not governed by the Standing Orders of the 
corporation applicable to the workman. In this context, 
the fact, that the domestic enquiry in this case was 
evidently conducted under the CDA rules of the 
respondent corporation, is to be take a note off. 

10. It is the contention of the Petitioner that he 
was attending to diving, which is not a managerial or 
supervisory task and thus, he is a workman. But he 
himself contended that he has been the leader of the 
diving team. No doubt he has been attending to under 
water diving, in discharge of his duties. But, it is an 
admitted fact that he is an officer and he was upgraded 
as Manager(Diving) from post of Deputy Manager from 
5.10.1991 in view of the upgradation policy extended to 
officers who completed 8 years of services as on 
31.12.1990 and his pay scale then was Rs.4600-150- 
5350-160-6790. It is also an admitted fact that from the 
date of induction into service Petitioner was a team 
leader and that he was writing confidential reports of 
his teammates. He was forwarding their leave letters 
to Dy. General Manager of the head office and also was 
sending the confidential reports of his teammates to the 
Dy. General Manager, head office. Being team leader, 
he used to go along with his team mates to under water 
whenever there was necessity and the diving team was 
having shore support like labourers, boats etc., which 
are adequate to carry out operations. The said team 
consists of officers and two staff, headed by the 
Petitioner. The said two staff members are the two 
senior technicians who are not officers. These are all 
the facts admitted by the Petitioner while being 
examined as WW1 in the proceedings of IA 74/2004 in 
the present proceedings. For deciding jurisdiction 
issue only this evidence was recorded by this court 
earlier but took a decision later that while deciding the 
main case itself, the issue of jurisdiction also will be 
decided. 

11. It is the categorical plea of the respondent all 
along, that Petitioner has been an officer conducting 
managerial and supervisory functions, as the head of 
the diving team of the respondent corporation and thus 
he is not a workman. When it is an undisputed fact that 
Petitioner has been the leader of the diving team and he 
has been writing confidential reports pertaining to the 
members of the said diving team and also forwarding 
the leave applications made by them to the leave 
sanctioning authority and thus an officer who was in a 
position to recommend sanction of leave, one can 
reasonably understand that the contention of the 
Petitioner that he was not performing the duties which 
were managerial and supervisory in nature, is not an 
acceptable contention. Further, the material on record 
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clearly discloses that as the head of the diving team the 
task of the Petitioner has been to supervise, guide and 
assist the other members of the team in their dredging 
work. The other members of the team were also not 
actually performing any labour work. They were 
having shore assistance of labourers, as can be seen 
from the material on record. Thus, it can clearly be 
seen that the work being performed by the Petitioner as 
Manager(Diving) was wholly supervisory in nature 
apart from the managerial functions which are referred 
to above. 

12. The definition of workman is provided for in 
Scc.2(s) of Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 which reads 
as follows: 

" ‘workman’ means any personfincluding an 
apprentice) employed in any industry to do nay 
manual, unskilled, skilled, technical, operational, 
clerical or supervisory work for hire or reward, 
whether the terms of employment be express or 
implied, and for the purposes of any proceeding 
under this Act in relation to an industrial dispute, 
includes any such person who has been dismissed, 
discharged or retrenched in connection with or, as 
a consequence of, that dispute, or whose dismissal, 
discharge or retrenchment has led to that dispute, 
but does not include any such person— 

(i) Who is subject to the Air Force Act, 1950(45 
of 1950), or the Army Act. 1950 (46 of 1950), 
or the Navy Act, 1957 (62 of 1957); or 

(ii) Who is employed in the Police service or as an 
Officer or other employee of a prison ; or 

(iii) Who is employed mainly in a managerial or 
administrative capacity; or 

(iv) Who, being employed in a supervisory 
capacity, draws wages exceeding one thousand 
six hundred rupees per mensem or exercises, 
either by the nature of the duties attached to 
the office or by reason of the powers vested in 
him functions, mainly of a managerial 
nature;' 

Thus, it is very much clear that a person whose 
functions are supervisory and managerial in nature and 
whose wages are more than Rs.1600/- per month is not 
a workman. 

13. The principles laid down in the cases of 
Rajesh war Via ha to Vs. Eighth Industrial Tribunal , 
West Bengal , 1998 III LLJ (Supp.) 777 are not 
applicable to the facts of the present case since, unlike 
the facts of the cited cases. Petitioner herein is not 
entrusted with some form of supervisory work only. 
His designation as well as tasks are totally managerial 
and supervisory in nature as already discussed above. 

14. No doubt, as held in the case of Pandlti K.H. 

Vs. Presiding Officer , Additional Labour Court and 
another, 12004-11-LLJ 877/, Pandlti K.H. Vs. 


deciding whether he is a workman or otherwise. The 
functions of the job held by the said person is the 
criteria. In the present case as already discussed above, 
the functions of the Petitioner as Manager(Diving) were 
totally of managerial and supervisory in nature. 

15. In the case of J. Philips Vs. Labour Court. 
Hyderabad and another(WP Np. / 0954/1987) Hon'ble 
High Court of A.P., Hyderabad in their judgement 
dated 13 th November, 1992 held that , “ the test to 
decide whether an employee is a workman is to take 
into account his basic or primary duties and the 
dominant purpose of his employment. An incidental 
performance of supervisory duty will not make the 
character of employment supervisory.” Thus, it is 
very much clear that it is well established principle of 
law that once basic or primary duties and the dominant 
performance of his employment besides character of the 
said employment, managerial/ supervisory, the person 
is not a workman. In the present case, not only the 
designation of the job held by the Petitioner but also 
the dominant purpose of his employment clearly define 
the character of his employment as supervisory and 
managerial in nature. As already discussed above, 
being head of the diving team the Petitioner was 
supervising, guiding and managing the diving activities 
of various members of his team. He was writing their 
confidential reports. He was recommending sanction of 
their leaves. In the given circumstances it can clearly 
be seen that at any stretch of imagination Petitioner can 
not be termed as a workman. 

16. In view of the fore gone discussion it is to be 
held that Petitioner is not a workman and therefore, the 
present dispute is not an industrial dispute. Thus, this 
court has no jurisdiction to entertain the dispute. 

This point is answered accordingly. 

17. PointNo.il: 

In view of the finding given in Point No.I, the 
present dispute is not an industrial dispute and thus. 
Petitioner is not entitled for any of the reliefs sought for 
from this court. 

This point is answered accordingly. 

Result: 

In the result, petition is dismissed. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Type to my dictation by Smt. P. Phani Gowri, 
Personal Assistant and corrected by me on this the 
24 th day of April, 2014. 

KISHORI RAM, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for 
Petitioner the Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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